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KEY TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
Global professionals People who work cross-culturally in the field of their training
GPA

Growing Participator Approach

Input flooding

According to Todd A. Hernández in the TESOL Encyclopedia of
English Language Teaching, “Input flooding is a focus-on-form
intervention in which the input that is provided to learners is
seeded with multiple examples of a target structure. The
expectation is that ample exposure to the same target form in the
input will make it more salient, and in doing so, will draw
learners' attention to the linguistic form.”

ILR

Interagency Language Roundtable

ICS

Inclusion of Community in the Self

IOS

Inclusion of Other in the Self

Languaculture

Language and culture are inextricably linked such that language
cannot be learned unless one also understands the culture.
Michael Agar coined the phrase “languaculture” in his book
Language Shock: Understanding the Culture of Conversation in
contrast to the term “linguacultural” used by American linguistic
anthropologist Paul Friedrich. Greg Thomson, the developer of
the GPA, prefers the term languaculture.

LCP

Language Contact Profile

Nurturer

The host person who helps learners participate in their
languacultural world during language sessions.

Output flooding

Output flooding uses the same technique as input flooding, but
instead of the learner listening to the target structure repeatedly,
the learner uses the target structure repeatedly in his own speech.

xvi

Phase

The GPA methods are divided into six learning levels, called
phases. Each phase of the GPA has a set number of hours in
language sessions, increasing difficulty of learning activities, and
an expected number of added vocabulary.

Special growth

In the GPA, language sessions are called Special Growth

participation

Participation, where an individual or group of participants work
with a nurturer in directed activities to encourage growth. A fulltime language learner would spend approximately twenty hours
of special growth participation per week.
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ABSTRACT
The Growing Participator Approach (GPA) is a language-learning approach used
among global professionals living cross-culturally. Developer Greg Thomson claims that
through the GPA, learners grow as active participants in their new culture by learning
language primarily in relationship. Because cultural participation is central to GPA,
measuring social engagement is the most appropriate form of evaluation. This research
seeks to answer the questions: (1) Does focused language learning using the GPA
correspond with a high degree of social integration in the host community? (2) Does the
use of scales from other academic fields help evaluate social engagement for language
learners?
For this primary research multiple case study, Cheryl Cross selected four theoretical
elements to measure language learners’ cross-cultural engagement: mattering, language
contact, community connectedness, and belongingness. Ten single women respondents
each completed a questionnaire and participated in an interview with the researcher.
The responses then were ranked on a five-point scale for each element, providing a level
of engagement. All respondents had intentional, meaningful relationships in their
community, indicating that the GPA supported community engagement. The women
who had more hours of language sessions using the GPA did not necessarily have
stronger levels of engagement than those who had spent less time in language study.
Other factors were identified as corresponding with a high degree of cross-cultural
social engagement: a welcoming host community, a favorable view of the GPA, and
intentionality in understanding the community despite obstacles.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 The problem
Global professionals are those who work and live among a foreign people group who do
not see their location as their home country but participate in life in that location through
work, relationships, and community life. Global professionals work in business, banking,
missions, education, etc. As this group engages in life in a foreign community, some may stay
completely disengaged from the surrounding group while others may seek to assimilate as
much as possible. Multiple studies which provide insight for those in education and politics1.
Dewey et al. have presented excellent research of social networks of study abroad students who
are in a location for a few months (84-110). Research, such as that done by Suarez-Orozco et
al. in 2009, investigates the significance of community relationships among immigrant youth,
which provides language teachers tools in helping young students become more engaged in an
immigrant culture (712-749). Both areas of research help teachers and educational institutions.
Political studies, such as “Benchmarking in Immigrant Integration” by Entzinger and Biezeveld,
help government workers determine policy for immigration and help for immigrants to become
integrated in their new homes. Unfortunately, there is a lack of research for language
acquisition and socialization of adult professionals working and living among a foreign people
group. This thesis will facilitate better understanding of cross-cultural relationships of workers
during their language learning, filling a gap in current research.

1

The following studies are described fully in Chapter 2: Review of literature for scale development
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When organizations send workers in various roles—such as church planters,
anthropologists, linguists, teachers, and community developers—to a foreign country, the
organizations commonly desire workers to engage in their cross-cultural community in the
language of that community, pursuing meaningful relationships. Incongruously, many
language-learning approaches target linguistic proficiency even though the global professional’s
ultimate intent is development of relationships.
Among those living in a cross-cultural context, one popular approach to language learning
is the Growing Participator Approach (GPA), developed by Greg Thomson (Thomson, “For
Linguists”). The GPA provides a framework for gradual, increased participation in a foreign
language community, where participants learn in relationship with people in the community. It
provides an alternative to approaches that do not promote relationships in a cross-cultural
setting, but there is no measure to determine the social engagement of these “growing
participatants.

1.2 The Growing Participator Approach
The six-phase approach of the GPA is designed to provide structured activities that allow
learners to grow in their understanding of the language and culture in much the way children
learn their first language. In his article “The Growing Participator Approach (GPA): A Brief
State of the Art and Some Practical Illustrations,” Thomson encourages learners to live life
among a language community, growing in the understanding of their life and culture instead of
studying language alone (Thomson, “The Growing Participator Approach”). This approach
brings community involvement alongside linguistic proficiency as its goal.
Because the GPA establishes the goal of having learners grow as active participants in a
foreign community, my endeavor in this thesis is to determine if people using the GPA are,
indeed, growing as participants, engaging in the community. My objective is to answer the
question: Does focused language learning using the GPA correspond with a high degree
of social engagement in the host community? The response to this question will help
20

evaluate whether those using the GPA are doing what the approach indicates learners are to
do—growing as active participants in a foreign community. My hypothesis is that those who
use the GPA are engaging in their host community and that those using the GPA through
Phase Five would be highly engaged.
Thomson states that the growing participant is in the process of becoming “someone who
belongs in social situations within the host languacultural2 world as a contributor (and not as a
mere visitor, onlooker or object of curiosity)” (Thomson, “The Growing Participator
Approach”). Since the goal is belonging and contributing, i.e. social integration, then the
measure to test its efficacy should reflect that goal. Therefore, holistic measures based on the
learner’s use of the language in their relationships are essential in studying the efficacy of the
GPA. In order to determine if those who are using the GPA are growing as participants in the
community, a way to measure their participation is needed. Because no adequate measures for
social integration are available in the second language acquisition field, I have considered
theories and scales from other fields to develop a questionnaire for this research study. This
need leads to a second research question: Does the use of these tools from other fields
help evaluate social engagement for language learners? My hypothesis is that these
tools, which have been proven in other fields, will holistically evaluate social
engagement in a host community.
This thesis intends not to prove the GPA as a superior method but to test its efficacy in
what Thomson designed it to do, to help learners grow into another culture, becoming more
“host-like” in the way they live their lives. Thomson describes this process of becoming “hostlike” in this way:

2

Michael Agar (1995) coined the phrase “languaculture” in his book Language Shock: Understanding the

culture of conversation in contrast to the term “linguiculture” used by American linguistic anthropologist Paul
Friedrich.
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Suppose you decide you want to participate in the life of this
[foreign] group. The insiders are the full participants in that life.
You as a newcomer can become a growing participator (GP) in it,
in which case the insiders will be your host people. Their homeworld will be your host world. Following the Growing
Participation strategy, you will seek to experience life with host
people as well as experience the talk that meshes with that life
and reveals how the host people understand their life in their
world. (“Our approach”)
The term “host” community is used by Thomson to describe the group of people who share
a common language and common practices. “When we go as a foreigner to another group of
people, those people are called our host people and the practices of that group of people are
called the host practices” (“Glossary”). Since “host” is Thomson’s term used to describe the
second language group in which a foreigner participates, I will use this terminology in my
writing about his language learning approach. Therefore, those learning a foreign language are
growing participants among “host” people in their “host” community.
In following the principle of developing as a member in a host community, Thomson has
designed five phases of structured activity and one phase of unstructured, lifestyle growth.
Each of the first five phases provides a set time in language learning activities, an approximate
number of new vocabulary gained in that phase, and activities to be used. Phase One is the
beginning phase of engagement with a new language and culture, while Phase Six is the point
of fluency, where one is able to engage in conversation about topics in most domains of life.
The phases, as described by Thomson, are not levels of ability but instead increasing levels of
experience. For the purpose of this research, these phases will be the measure of the amount of
experience one has with the language being studied. Phase Six indicates a level beyond
structured language-learning activities, therefore, this research will look at only learners in
Phases One through Five.
22

Table 1. Six phases of growing participation*
Phase Name

Type of
Activities

Recommended
New
Vocabulary

Phase 1

Connecting

900+words

Phase 2

Emerging

1200+ words

150 hours

Phase 3

Knowable

2000 words

250 hours

Phase 4

Deep Personal
Relationships
Widening
Understanding

Here-and-now
play
Story building
with pictures
“Stuff-we-bothknow”
conversations
Deep personal
conversations
Conversations
about nativeto-native
discourse
Extensive,
ongoing
participation in
host
communities of
practice

Hours of
Special
Growth
Participation
100 hours

3000 words

500 hours

3000 words

500 hours

Unlimited

Slow and
steady
continued
growth
through
lifestyle
participation
Total Hours
Phases 1-5:
1500 hours

Phase 5

Phase 6

Ever
Participating/
Growing

*Information compiled from “Growing Participation Approach”

The way the GPA is practically used varies by learner and situation. For full-time language
learning, a growing participant is in language sessions with a nurturer (or in later phases, a
mentor) for approximaately twenty hours each week. These language sessions are called specialgrowth participation. In addition to special-growth participation with a nurturer, learners are
encouraged to listen to recordings of those sessions, re-living, and spend additional time in the
community for lifestyle participation. The amount of time allocated for listening to recordings
and lifestyle participation is not set by the GPA, but some schools and organizations provide a
recommended number of hours for these undertakings. Some individuals work with a GPA
language center or other groups of global professionals where there is one nurturer for a group
of learners, while others work one-on-one with a nurturer. Language centers may hire nurturers
for the institution, but outside of the school setting, many growing participants seek out their
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own nurturers in the host community. Most nurturers are not formally trained about the
approach but simply are native speakers of the host language willing to help learners do the
directed activities.

1.3 Areas of language growth
There are four areas, according to Thomson, in which a participant must grow (“Cute
Principles”). The first is communing, where a person has increasing depth and breadth of
relationships in the host community. The second is understanding. A foreigner must work to
understand (listen/watch) the host people and their culture. The third is talking. Growing
participants are not silent, knowledgeable observers, so the ability to speak well is part of
participation. One must know when, where, and how to speak in varied settings. Lastly, a
growing participator is evolving. There should be a change in thinking and behavior as a
participant becomes more host-like with continued engagement in the culture. In addition, the
host community sees the growing participant evolving into a new member of their lives. (“Cute
principles”)
For learners’ growth to continue, Thomson provides not only language-learning activities
but encourages:
lifestyle participation, or interaction with host people in everyday
life. There is connection between the two kinds of participation.
In fact, they are two versions of the same thing. In Phase 1
Connecting, we grow mainly through special-growth participation
activities. In Phases 2 through 5, special growth participation
continues on a large scale, but becomes less and less play-like,
and more and more in the nature of serious relational interaction.
Lifestyle participation during Phase 2-5 increases steadily and
becomes increasingly natural. In Phase 6 Ever Growing, growing

24

participators grow mainly through lifestyle participation
(“Overview”).

1.4 Significance
The lifestyle participation encouraged by the GPA is known as social engagement in other
fields. “Social engagement, also called social participation or social involvement, forms the
basis of social relationships or participation in a community, and provides a sense of belonging,
social identity, and fulfillment” (Luo et al., 2). Social engagement in a host community is a
desired outcome for many global professionals and their sending organizations.
When evaluating students’ progress, many organizations and schools look at grammar and
vocabulary measures, i.e., linguistic proficiency and performance measures; but that type of
assessment does not directly test communicative competence or cultural understanding. There
are various methods of assessing language learners' linguistic abilities, such as the American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages’ (ACTFL) Oral Proficiency Interview and
listening, reading, and writing tests (“ACTFL Assessments”), as well as multiple scales to
determine proficiency, including the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages, ACTFL scale, and the International Roundtable scale (“Proficiency Scales”). These
measures do well to show ability in a specific environment and are easily accessible. These
assessments, which evaluate linguistic ability, do not measure engagement in a community.
Language proficiency does not necessarily indicate community involvement, and community
involvement is difficult to measure.
Because there is no measurement tool to determine social engagement, I have developed a
questionnaire using measurement devices from varied fields of study. This questionnaire
provides a method for sending organizations and individuals to consider the social engagement
of language learners. In the development of such a tool, it is crucial to examine how connection
with others is measured in other fields. In the next chapter, I will present the research that has

25

been done in psychology, language acquisition, and social science for measuring social
engagement.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE FOR SCALE SELECTION
To evaluate social engagement in a host community, it is essential to understand what
engagement means and how it is measured in other academic fields. For example, the field of
social psychology presents the principles of belongingness, social connectedness, mattering, and
self-expansion to examine how an individual fits within a community. In researching the scales
used to measure these areas, I have considered their application for measuring social
engagement among language learners.
Beyond the field of psychology, sociologists have also measured engagement as it relates to
immigrant integration and social networks. Their scales are helpful resources in developing a
measure for use among language learners. Finally, linguistic anthropologists and educators
have examined language socialization. Their findings provide a basis for understanding the
relationship between linguistic processes and cultural development. In this literature review, I
will explore the findings from these other fields to determine appropriate scales to use to
evaluate the social engagement of language learners using the GPA. Before selecting scales, it is
essential to determine what integration means for a foreigner in a host culture.

2.1 Immigrant integration
Global professionals working overseas have many similarities to long-term immigrants.
Both groups grow in their understanding of the location, culture, and people of the area where
they live and attempt to engage in their communities in ways that meet their goals. The
difference is that global professionals often do not intend to live the rest of their lives in their
host country and view their home country as a place they will return. Immigrants are not
necessarily planning to return to their home country, and they are expecting to have future
generations in their host country. Even so, the studies of immigration have helpful insights for
understanding engagement in a community. Because governments do most immigration
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studies, I have reviewed two government studies and display at the end of the section how this
is relevant to the social engagement of language learners.

2.1.1 Belgium’s multi-dimensional view of integration
Many theories of immigrant assimilation and integration have been presented for the
political purpose of policymaking. Brussels, Belgium, has developed a multi-dimensional view
of integration that includes structure, culture, and identity dimensions. In 1991, Belgium
approved a formal definition of integration, which “accentuates protection from discrimination,
social inclusion and cultural adaptation in the public domain of the host country, while
allowing for . . . diverse ethnic cultures and identities in the private domain of family and
community life” (Phalet and Swyngedouw 776).
Phalet and Swyngedouw, in “Measuring Immigrant Integration: The Case of Belgium,”
studied the integration of immigrants from Turkey, Morocco, and Italy who lived in Brussels.
They determined ways to measure integration and used those measures to evaluate the
integration of immigrant groups in Brussels. The determined measures were: “degrees and
patterns of residential segregation,” “educational attainment,” and “occupational attainment”
(781, 781, 783). Through the study, the researchers found that “immigrant communities in
Belgium experience cumulative and enduring socio-economic disadvantage” (786) and varying
degrees of assimilation based on ethnic background. The researchers also established categories
of desired assimilation: marginalization, separation, integration, and assimilation. Assimilation
is becoming as much like the Belgian hosts as possible; integration is keeping a balance of host
and home cultural ideas and actions; separation is remaining completely separate from the host
culture; marginalization is where immigrants neither assimilate to the host country nor
maintain their ethnicity. This study in Belgium identified three areas of integration: (1) lack of
discrimination, (2) social inclusion, and (3) cultural adaptation (376). When these factors are
in place, integration is more likely to occur.
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2.1.2 European benchmarking in immigrant integration
Another study on immigrant immigration was done by Entzinger and Biezeveld. Their
report “Benchmarking in Immigrant Integration” was presented to the European Commission.
Through their study, Entzinger and Biezeveld determined that the term “integration” is used in
two ways in the social sciences. The first, also known as social cohesion, is how integrated a
social system is, how close its members are to one another. The second, which their report
focuses on, is how integrated individuals are in a society. In this second type of integration,
there are two dimensions: incidence and identification. The incidence dimension is described
by how often a person interacts with others and how intense those connections are (frequency
and intensity). The identification dimension references how much an individual (or group)
identifies with a particular culture, how closely they connect with the values and beliefs of that
culture. The frequency and intensity of relationships are not always related, but “frequent and
intense contacts with others may lead to a better mutual understanding and, ultimately, to a
stronger identification with one another. On the other hand, if people do not identify with
other groups in society of which they may all be part, they are unlikely to develop frequent and
intense ties with members of those groups” (Entzinger and Biezeveld 6).
Until the 20th century, most Europeans believed that immigrants would eventually
assimilate to their new society. In the 1960s, the idea of ethnicity was introduced as a way that
immigrants could hold to their own culture while still being involved in their new society.
Social scientists came to understand that assimilation has both a structural dimension and a
cultural dimension. “The structural dimension points at the increase of social participation of
individuals and groups in a larger society, basically at an institutional level. The cultural
dimension points at processes of value orientation and identification of immigrants” (Entzinger
and Biezeveld 8).
This understanding has led to clarity in immigrant integration. Integration is not a plusminus feature; it includes at least the two facets of institutional and normative integration. The
former refers to an increase in immigrant participation in society’s major institutions (e.g.,
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labor market, education, and health care system), the latter to changes in the immigrants’
cultural orientation and identification. Changes in the former do not necessarily imply changes
in the latter, and vice versa (Entzinger and Biezeveld 8). The reasons for positive integration, or
the lack thereof, are created by a combination of socio-economic involvement, cultural
engagement, legal and political participation, and attitudes of the host society.

2.1.3 Considerations for the global professional using the Growing Participator
Approach
What is the goal for a language learner cross-culturally: assimilation, becoming as much
like the hosts as possible; integration, keeping a balance of host and home cultural ideas and
actions; or separation, remaining detached from the host culture? I assume most learners would
not desire to remain separate. But are learners and their sending organizations desiring to
become fully like hosts or to maintain some of their home identity? For this study, I will
consider integration to be the goal since the participants are temporary workers who intend to
return to their home culture at some point in their lives and expect to preserve their religious
views which differ from the majority host culture.
The focus of this thesis is to consider integration as it relates to the social engagement of
global professionals, so it is helpful to consider what integration truly means. The three areas
of integration that Belgium has determined are: (1) lack of discrimination, (2) social inclusion,
and (3) cultural adaptation (Phalet and Swyngedouw 376). Entzinger and Biezeveld present a
clear definition of integration and identify its two dimensions: incidence and identification.
These components must be considered when measuring language learners’ social engagement.
The questions to evaluate are: (1) How many ties to the community does a learner maintain?
(2) What is the nature of those contacts? (3) How strongly does the learner identify with the
values and beliefs of the host community?
GPA encourages active participation in a culture without using the social science term
integration. However, active participation over the six phases would logically lead to a type of
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integration. In distilling the ideals presented by Thomson, I can conclude that GPA-based
integration includes respect for the society, maintaining the participant's identity, following
laws of the society, and active participation in social and cultural aspects of life. Immigrant
integration includes these aspects. GPA does not directly promote political, economic, and civil
participation, nor does it expect that participants will receive any rights comparable to citizens.
But would someone who has reached Phase Six of the GPA begin joining in on these economic,
political, and legal aspects of life? Should they? Though this study does not seek to answer
these questions, they are pertinent considerations for global professionals. Temporary workers
may be integrated as growing, active participants in their host culture, but they may never
reach full integration if they do not participate in multiple domains of life, including socioeconomic involvement, cultural engagement, and legal and political participation. I have
concluded that the benchmarking used to determine immigrant integration presents helpful
principles, but the scales do not apply directly to global professionals. Therefore, I will not use
the testing measures used in this study but will consider other ways to measure social
inclusion, cultural adaptation, incidence of connections with host people, and identification
with culture’s values.

2.2 Language socialization
I have considered the elements of integration as it pertains to immigrants, not specifically
language learners. For integration to occur, language proficiency is needed, which leads to the
consideration of language socialization as part of language learning. According to Schieffelin
and Ochs in “Language Socialization,” the goal of the study of language acquisition is to
understand “what constitutes linguistic competence at different developmental points” (166).
In contrast, the goal of language socialization is to understand “how persons become competent
members of social groups and the role of language in this process” (167). Children and novices
(adults learning language) learn social skills not only through observance and direction but also
through language structure in various settings. They need to develop communicative
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competence in a variety of social settings. “Socialization is an interactive process” (165) where
learners must actively participate to develop communicative competence and cultural
understanding. Social interactions create a setting for shared information.
Schieffelin and Ochs describe the Vygotskyan framework that “cultural knowledge both
organizes and is acquired through these communicative activities” (166). Novices must acquire
linguistic ability to navigate a variety of social settings and be able to use specific language
behaviors. Researchers in the 1980s began looking more carefully at the discourse of children
and caregivers as a reflection of “cultural beliefs and practices” (168). For example, white
American middle-class families tend to decode what babies are trying to say, which
demonstrates a prioritized belief of independent thinking and valuing others’ views. On the
other hand, “in both Kaluli and Samoan societies there is a dispreference for verbally guessing
at the unclear intentions and motivations of others, especially children. So just the way people
interact with children gives these children an introduction to the culture’s worldview. These
children also learn by how people of different social identities relate to them.

2.2.1 Considerations for social engagement scale development
Language is not just about linguistic knowledge. Because interactions teach social skills, it
is important for novices in a language to seek out interactions that develop communicative
competence. It is particularly helpful to find nurturing people who will speak to the novices as
adults speaks to young children, thus revealing more of the worldview that is inadvertently
taught through discourse. This communicative competence is what GPA desires to encourage
through its phases. Language is not the goal, but socialization is. Socialization cannot happen
without language, but, more importantly, socialization cannot happen in isolation. When
language learners are engaged socially with more people, they become more socially adept,
integrating more into the host culture. I conclude through these studies that language
socialization studies do not offer a measure for socialization, but they support the need for such
measures for language learners.
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2.3 Social networks
Since we know that socialization is an essential part of languacultural competence and
language socialization studies do not offer a measure of socialization, it is essential to look at
other fields for possible scales. One such possible measure is social network analysis. In The
Development of Social Network Analysis: A Study in The Sociology of Science, Freemen states “In
social science, the structural approach that is based on the study of interaction among social
actors is called social network analysis” (2). Network analysis is a beneficial method to assess
global professionals’ social situation in a host culture. The field of second language acquisition
could incorporate network analysis to determine how individuals are connected in the
community.
Sparrowe et al. present in "Social Networks and the Performance of Individuals and
Groups" the effect that centrality and density of social networks have on small group and
individual performance. Centrality is "the extent to which a given individual is connected to
others in a network" (Sparrowe et al. 4). "Density describes the overall interaction of various
kinds reported by network members" (7). The researchers looked at both "advice networks," the
communication pattern of groups and individuals to share advice, and "hindrance networks,"
where members hinder or are hindered from work tasks by other members.
This study by Sparrowe et al. study allows sociologists to look at social network function in
smaller groups of people rather than whole communities. It is unique in that most studies are
done using social media information, but these researchers instead used self-reporting to
determine networks. The questions they asked were specific to the business world, but the idea
of self-reporting to determine network density and centrality can be used in a variety of fields.
This questionnaire/self-reporting style is a meaningful way to determine networks in small
groups; however, it requires the researcher to have access to all the individuals in the
community to see where those connections happen. For example, second-language learners
could self-report their connections, but unless the researcher has access to the reports of other
community members, it would not provide information to indicate networking. Likewise, a
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simple self-report could show the amount of time among host and home community members,
but it would not provide an actual network web.
Dewey et al. studied social networks in a study abroad program, presenting their results in
the article "Social Network Development, Language Use, and Language Acquisition During
Study Abroad: Arabic Language Learners' Perspectives." They focused their research on four
questions related to social networks and language use in study abroad programs in Morocco
and Jordan. Their questions were:
How much time do learners spend using Arabic and English during study abroad?
What sorts of social networks are students able to develop during their study abroad?
How much does learners' proficiency develop during their time abroad?
How are language use, social networks, and language development connected for study
abroad participants? (88)
The researchers "tested thirty learners of Arabic as a second language enrolled in study
abroad programs in either Morocco or Jordan" (Dewey et al. 88). All the participants had
studied Arabic for two school years in a college classroom. First, the participants completed the
Language Contact Profile to express the amount of time spent in reading, writing, speaking,
and listening in both Arabic and English in various settings. The participants then answered a
nine-item study created by Dewey, et al., the Study Abroad Social Interaction Questionnaire
(SASIQ), which measures the social network’s size, durability, density, intensity, and dispersion
of the social network.
Many students were able to develop social networks beyond their host family, even though
none of these networks were large. The wide variety of social network development indicates
there are other factors involved in the development of social networks, which the authors
consider may be attitude and motivation. But the authors also consider the possibility that
close relationships with the homestay family could have prevented students from going outside
the family for social interaction. As they considered the results, Dewey et al. found that study
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abroad students engaged more in lengthy conversations in Arabic than other studies have
shown. They suggest that "while figures such as the number of hours spent in a given activity
can be revealing, gaining a comprehensive picture of the complex nature of the study abroad
experience requires more detailed qualitative analyses of the study abroad experience,"
including "what learners defined as extended conversations, what factors facilitated these
conversations, and how beneficial they were in terms of language development" (Dewey et al.
98). The intensity of relationships with Arabic speakers was also positively correlated to the
learners' proficiency gains. Though the reason for this was not explored in this study, the
authors believe that deeper discussions provide an opportunity for learners to expand and
strengthen their abilities.

2.3.1 Considerations for language learners using the Growing Participator Approach
Dewey et al. have come at the question of social network development and proficiency by
looking at how language is used, what social networks are formed, and how they might be
related. D’Urso reasons that “those having higher levels of proficiency [develop] stronger social
networks” (Dewey et al. 86). The premise of the GPA is that second language learners should
learn to view the world from a different perspective. Papatsiba, in her 2006 study, indicates the
benefit of this: “Europeans studying abroad who were able to view their foreignness as a
positive and rethink their own identities and expectations of social interactions, were able to
build successful relationships with locals” (Dewey et al. 86). Greg Thomson, the designer of the
GPA, explains that concept in this way: “Don't learn the language! Rather, relearn the world (as
it is known and shared by the people who speak the language)” (Thomson, “Plan for
Beginners”).
I conclude that the Language Contact Profile is a useful tool for self-reporting because it
supplies information about a learner’s time in the host language, types of topics they use in
conversation, and with whom they connect. These are essential elements to determine the
degree of social engagement of learners.

35

2.4 Belongingness and social connectedness
Because the field of social psychology deals with aspects of both the individual and the
community, it is helpful to consider scales that may have been developed to evaluate social
engagement. The first area to examine is belongingness and social connectedness. These
theories come from self-psychology, which Heinz Kohut first introduced. He proposed that self
has three needs: grandiosity, idealization, and belongingness. As one matures, a person
becomes more realistic in her view of self, but that only develops through positive “emphatic
warmth” from “significant people in the person’s life” (Lee and Robbins 232). According to
Jdaitawi in his study of university students in Saudi Arabia, “Social connectedness refers to the
way an individual relates with other individuals and his perception of himself in terms of
networks and relationships” (86). It is the “relationship of the individual with the society and is
crucial to psychological adjustment” (86).
In “Measuring Belongingness: The Social Connectedness and Social Assurance Scales,” Lee
and Robbins focus on Kohut’s idea of belongingness and present three aspects of it:
“companionship, affiliation, and connectedness” (232). Companionship is developed through
nurturing relationships at a young age, and when those relationships are healthy, the
individual can continue strong companionship with others throughout a lifetime. Affiliation is
needed to develop relationships with like individuals, whereas connectedness allows one to
create relationships with unlike people and society.
The purpose of Lee and Robbin’s study was to create “reliable and valid self-report
measures that tap aspects of belongingness” (234). They developed the Social Connectedness
Scale and Social Assurance Scale, which resulted in accurate ways to measure a person’s sense
of belonging. The Social Connectedness Scale indicates how people see themselves in relation
to others. The Social Assurance Scale identifies how reliant people are on others around them.
The initial test done by Lee and Robbins was used to determine the validity of the use of the
scales. The validity was high, indicating they succeeded in finding an accurate measure for
belongingness.
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2.4.1 Considerations for social engagement scale development
The aspects of belongingness presented by Lee and Robbins can be compared to GPA
concepts. In analyzing the concepts, I find that companionship is developed through significant
others in Phase One, whom the GPA refers to as nurturers, “the first host people who help us to
start participating in their languacultural world” (“Glossary”). Nurturers are used in Phases
One through Three. Thomson’s approach displays affiliation with like individuals as a
participant moves from relationships with only nurturers to relationships with neighbors and
friends. In Phases Four (Deep Personal Relationships) and Five (Widening Understanding),
mentors provide opportunities for participants in a host community to expand their
understanding of cultural perspectives and differing worldviews. This mentoring allows
participants to engage with unlike people, what Lee and Robbins refer to as connectedness.
If a language learner feels connected to the host culture and is confident in his ability to
function independently, his language abilities accommodate his sense of belonging. Without
host language competence, a person could feel a sense of belonging in an expatriate community
while living cross-culturally. However, a strong sense of social connectedness among host
people requires host language proficiency and connection with unlike people. Thus, measuring
social connectedness of language learners could provide a meaningful indicator of social
engagement in a community that would likely increase as a learner improves in host language
ability.
The social connectedness and assurance scales provide valuable information, but their
statements could potentially discourage language learners. For example:
I feel disconnected with the world around me.
Even around people I know, I don’t feel that I really belong.
I feel so distant from people.
I catch myself losing all sense of connectedness with others. (Lee
and Robbins 236)
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These statements posit the most disconnected feelings a learner might have. Because I do not
want to influence respondents toward a negative view of their experience, I conclude that the
Social Connectedness and Assurance scale questions are not the best way to discover how
socially connected growing participants feel in their environment. However, I intend to
determine other methods to incorporate the concepts of companionship, affiliation, and
connectedness.

2.5 Inclusion of Others in the Self
Social psychologists have long studied how social relationships impact the individual. One
model that is used to describe an individual’s relationship to others is self-expansion theory. As
described in the Encyclopedia of Social Psychology:
Besides developing a sense of ourselves and receiving extra
resources, we can also develop different perspectives from close
relationships. These changes to people's identities, resources, and
perspectives that occur in relationships are described in and
explained by self-expansion theory. This theory says that it is very
important for people's sense of self to expand and grow
throughout their lives for them to feel satisfied with their lives
(Baumeister and Vohs).
Using concepts from self-expansion theory, Aron et al. developed a testing method to determine
people’s view of their relationship with others, the Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS) scale
(Aron et al.). In their studies, they determined that a “pictorial assessment of closeness
captured aspects of both feeling close and behaving close” and its validation study showed the
IOS “was commensurate with more complex, multi-item measures of closeness and relationship
functioning” (Mashek et al. 258). The pictorial assessment included seven pairs of overlapping
circles with increasing overlap with each set. The study participants were asked to choose the
set of circles that represented their relationship with another individual.
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Figure 1. Inclusion of Other in the Self, where X is other individual or group
Following the development of the IOS scale, other researchers considered not only how
individual relationships affected the self but also how community impacted the self. Mashek et
al. used the Venn diagram IOS scale to focus on the whole community instead of just personal
relationships, calling the adapted version, the Inclusion of Community in Self (ICS) scale. The
researchers evaluated jail inmates and their sense of connectedness to the community at large
and the criminal community (Mashek et al.). The participants were to choose the set of
overlapping circles which represented their connection with each of the two communities. The
researchers found that the inmates had varying degrees of connection with the two
communities and could have a strong connection with both even though the two communities
had opposing values and beliefs.
They compared the use of the single-pictorial measure with more specific itemized
measures. Even though elaborate itemized measures present specific aspects of connectedness,
Mashek and her colleagues determined “that the majority of people are able to provide
meaningful responses” to the simple pictorial measure of overlapping circle diagrams and that
the IOS and ICS successfully measure “aspects of both feeling close and behaving close” (258).
The simple pictorial assessment showed an overview of people’s feeling of connectedness with
a community and their behavior toward that community. Mashek and her colleagues “argue
that the simple pictorial representation of overlapping selves cuts to the core of sense of
community” (273). Thus, even though more thorough assessments would provide more details,
the pictorial measure provides an accurate view of connectedness.
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2.5.1 Considerations for social engagement scale development
To evaluate social engagement, the Inclusion of Community in the Self scale provides a
helpful snapshot of a learner’s sense of connection in the community. This scale may not
present all the details an organization may want about its cross-cultural workers, but it gives a
relevant perspective. Aron et al. demonstrated that the IOS scale has a “strong test-retest
reliability” (Mashek et al. 265) and Mashek et al. determined that “the ICS is a valid and
reliable measure of community connectedness, at least among college students” (268). The IOS
is used to express closeness to individuals, whereas the ICS is used to express closeness to a
community. Because of this validation through previous studies, I have chosen to use the IOS
and ICS to determine individual and community connectedness among respondents. I conclude
that the ICS scale is the best tool to measure the growing participator’s inclusion of the host
culture’s values in their own feelings and behavior. According to Mashek, Cannaday, and
Tangney’s study on the ICS “Whereas the IOS [Inclusion of Others in Self scale] assesses the
inclusion of particular others in the self (e.g., a romantic partner, one’s mother), the ICS refers
specifically to the extent to which the community is part of the self” (260). Therefore, when I
refer to individuals, I will call this IOS and when referring to the community, I will use ICS.

2.6 Mattering
"Mattering is defined as the perception that, to some degree and in any of a variety of
ways, we are a significant part of the world around us" (Elliot et al. 339). When others think
about us, seek us out for advice, and show caring behaviors toward us, they demonstrate that
they care. Mattering, though, is not just the actual support, but our perception of how much
others think of and care about us. Negative behaviors can develop when we feel that we don't
matter, whereas positive self-concept and positive behavior are evidence that we feel we matter
to those around us. In the study "Mattering: Empirical Validation of a Social-psychological
Concept," Elliott, Kao, and Grant consider a standardized mattering index, carefully testing its
validity. The researchers determined that mattering has "two superordinate categories" (Elliot
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et al. 340): awareness and relationship. Relationship is further divided into the sub-categories
of importance and reliance. "Importance as a form of mattering is clearly linked to the notion
of social support" (341), but it is not just the actual support received but the feeling of being
supported that influences how important one feels. The other aspect of relationship is how
others depend on a person. If we feel that others need us to satisfy "their needs or wants," we
experience the reliance aspect of relationship (342). "In the relationship forms of mattering, it
is the element of choice involved that sends a clear signal: of all the people who might have
been chosen as the regular and consistent target of their investment or the fulfillment of their
needs, one has been singled out" (342).
In attempting to validate the index of forms of mattering, Elliot et al. first looked at the
content of the forms of mattering. Through the process of confirmatory factor analysis, they
"analyzed a three-factor model for mattering, positing awareness, importance, and reliance as
distinct but related unobserved factors" (343). In selecting the items for the scale, the
researchers used construct validity and discriminant validity as the criterion. As a result, the
items exhibited the intended factor and did not reflect an unintended factor (343).
Elliott et al. conducted two independent surveys of college students. The first measured
"two forms of self-consciousness and self-monitoring" (346). The second measured "perceived
social support (the MOS Social Support Survey), self-esteem, and items crafted to measure
meaninglessness and normlessness as forms of alienation" (346). Their questionnaires and
analysis determined the following connections (349):
•

mattering is positively related to self-esteem and perceived social support

•

mattering is negatively associated with all forms of self-consciousness and alienation, and

•

mattering is correlated positively with the public performance factor of self-monitoring
but negatively with the other-directed factors

The researchers were able to construct from their analyses a "24-item index that is a strong and
effective measure of mattering" (352).
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2.6.1 Considerations for social engagement scale development
Mattering indicates a strong sense of purpose in a community, where people feel others are
aware of them, care for them, and rely on them. A person’s perceived social support and public
performance correlate positively with mattering, while feelings of self-consciousness and
alienation are negatively associated. Mattering is one factor in social engagement. Elliot et al.
tested their mattering index for validity (Elliot et al. 349). They state, “Our analyses have
yielded a 24-item index that is a strong and effective measure of mattering. It evinces a high
degree of several forms of validity: content validity, . . . construct validity, . . . and discriminant
validity” (352-53). This high degree of validity establishes its use as a way of determining one’s
mattering in a community, “the perception that . . . we are a significant part of the world
around us.” The validity of the mattering index leads me to conclude it to be the best tool to
measure perceived social support.

2.7 Conclusion of scale development
Analyzing definitions of integration and comparing scales and methods from other fields
provides me with a research plan for analyzing a language learner’s social engagement. Using a
combination of four theoretical constructs to determine social engagement in a host culture
will allow a broader perspective with theory triangulation.
1. The IOS and ICS scales will measure the growing participators’ perceived closeness to
individuals and the community as a whole.
2. The mattering index will measure the growing participants’ sense of social support.
3. The LCP will measure the incidence, frequency, and intensity of interactions.
4. Interview questions will determine participants’ sense of companionship, affiliation, and
social connectedness.
ICS, mattering index, and LCP are easily adapted for use in a second language acquisition
setting. Taking into consideration the compiled information, I have determined a way to
measure the social engagement of participants in this study. First, I presented participants with
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a questionnaire with adapted forms of the LCP, mattering index, and ICS scale. Then, through
interviews, I gathered information about the participants’ sense of social connectedness. The
subsequent chapter outlines the details of the questionnaire and interview developed.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction
In this descriptive mixed-methods research, I have carried out a multiple case study to
compare and contrast the experiences of individuals using the GPA in a host culture. As
explained in A Case for the Case Study by Sjoberg, a case study is “an in-depth, multifaceted
investigation, using qualitative research methods, of a single phenomenon” (2). The mattering
index, ICS scale, and LCP provide quantitative data about respondents. However, COVID-19
country restricitions limited the number of available subjects; thus, there were insufficient
numbers of participants for quantititave analysis.3 This study, then, looks at the descriptive
quantitative engagement results and explains them using qualitative data from interviews.
The present research includes ten cases, ten single women who self-reported their social
engagement by completing questionnaires and interviews. Single women were chosen as the
study group to reduce variables, controlling for gender and marital status. At the time of the
study, the women were using the GPA as their primary language learning approach in a host
(foreign) community. To assure that these participants were using the GPA as it was designed,
GPA Language Learning Advisors provided contacts of language learners who either (1) were
trained by the advisor or (2) were known to be studying at a school that implements the GPA
fully.
In emails to advisors, I stated the following:
I'm working on my thesis for my MA in Linguistics through the
University of North Dakota. I am preparing to send out a
questionnaire to respondents who (1) are single women, (2) are
currently engaged with a host community, (3) are using the

3

This limitation is described fully in Section 5.1 Limitations.
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Growing Participator Approach as their primary language
learning approach, and (4) have been trained by a language
learning advisor/encourager or are in a school where GPA is
being implemented as it was designed. The main idea for my
thesis is to determine how GPs are involved in their host culture,
and I’m hoping that the results of this study will provide a great
resource for all of us as we continue to encourage and coach folks
in this language learning process.
Upon receiving contacts for these language learners, I asked the following questions via
email to confirm their qualifications for participation:
•

Are you a single woman?

•

Are you engaged with a community where you are learning the local language of that
community?
Are you using the Growing Participator Approach as your primary language learning

•

approach?
Who provided your GPA training? or What school are you attending where the GPA is

•

implemented?
Would you be willing to complete an online questionnaire that takes about 30 minutes to

•

complete?
Twenty women responded to my email. Three did not fit the criteria and five did not
continue in communication with me via email. Twelve qualified participants expressed that
they faithfully and fully implemented the GPA and completed my self-designed GPA
questionnaire4. Ten of those women were available to follow up with Zoom semi-structured
interviews with me. These ten respondents are in Phases Two through Five in the GPA, having

4

See Appendix for the full GPA Research Questionnaire.
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lived in their host countries from one to seven years. The women are from Germany, Trinidad
and Tobago, the United Kingdom, and the United States and live in Russia, Turkey, South
Sudan, Guinea, Oman, Chad, Israel, Pakistan, Tajikistan, and the Republic of Georgia.

3.2 Data collection
3.2.1 Demographics of participants
The demographic information for respondents was obtained through specific items on a
questionnaire about age, education, home country, and amount of extroversion. To evaluate
the language learner's experience in the language, I asked each participant to indicate which
phase activities they are currently using, the length of their study time, and if they have used
another approach in studying this language. In an interview, I also asked questions to
determine how many hours the respondents spent in special growth participation sessions with
their nurturer in each phase of their study. The respondents indicated their perceived ability by
indicating their ability on a 0 to 4 scale, which is based on the Interagency Language
Roundtable (ILR) scale, where 0 is no proficiency, 1 is elementary proficiency, 2 is limited
working proficiency, 3 is professional working proficiency, and 4 is full professional proficiency
("Interagency"). Full descriptions of these terms were provided in the questionnaire. The
demographics of the ten participants are shown in Table 3. For anonymity and confidentiality,
a pseudonym has been chosen for each woman.
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Table 2. Demographics of respondents
Age

Length of time
studying language

Extroversion

Education

Olivia

26-35

Both extroverted and introverted

Bachelor

Nadira
Liese
Raisa
Emily
Kylie

36-45
18-25
18-25
26-35
36-45

3 years in country,
2-3 years prior
9 years
Less than 1 year
1 1/2 years
6 years
5 years

Introverted
Both extroverted and introverted
Extroverted
Introverted
Both extroverted and introverted

Master
Master
Bachelor
Bachelor
Master

Margaret

56-65

2 1/2 years

Both extroverted and introverted

Master

Agatha

36-45

5 years

Both extroverted and introverted

Master

Sonya
Johanna

56-65
26-35

7 years
1 year

Introverted
Both extroverted and introverted

Master
Master

3.2.2 Social engagement data
The respondents’ self-reported data about social engagement was collected through a
questionnaire, which included three scales: (1) the Inclusion of Community in the Self (ICS)
scale, (2) the mattering index, and (3) the Language Contact Profile (LCP). Following the
questionnaire, each respondent met with the researcher for a video call interview.
As explained in Chapter 2: Review of Literature for Scale Development, the ICS scale and
the mattering index have been used effectively in the field of psychology to identify healthy
psychological functioning in a community. I will use the scales in a novel way by exploring the
social engagement of language learners in a host culture. The LCP has been used for study
abroad research and will be used in this study to describe the social engagement among foreign
language learners seeking to engage in a host community for longer than one year. I have
integrated the three scales into a questionnaire for language learners, the GPA Questionnaire.
In addition to the valuable data provided through the questionnaire, I talked with each
respondent in an interview to learn more about their experience with the GPA and their sense
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of social connectedness in the host community. Each participant who met with me shared
valuable information about their relationships. Though I did not ask every question from the
social connectedness and social assurance scales, I utilized some of the questions to discern
these apects for each woman. Getting the women’s perspective on the GPA provided insight
into what they considered beneficial or detrimental about the approach as it related to social
engagement.

3.3 Methods
3.3.1 Language Contact Profile
The LCP, done through self-assessment, shows the extent of topics, amount of time, and
types of situations where learners use the host language outside the classroom. The questions
provide a helpful picture of how much the host language is used in the social interactions of
the learner with the host people. With this scale, I asked questions of participants to determine
their use of the host language. Respondents specified how many hours a week they typically
use the host language in various settings5. The first set of questions asked about the amount of
time spent speaking the host language to nurturers, roommates, friends, fellow language
learners, strangers, and service personnel. The second set of questions asked about the purpose
of that speech: to clarify classroom-related material, to obtain directions or information, for
superficial or brief exchanges, and in extended conversations. The third set of questions asked
which language (home or host or another shared language) the respondents spoke with
different groups of people: home language speakers, host language speakers, and non-native
host language speakers. For each question, the respondents answered the following:
Typically, how many days per week do you do the following?
(0 to 7)

5

Specific questions are available in the Appendix.
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On those days, typically how many hours per day?
(0 to 1, 1 to 2, 2 to 3, 3 to 4, 4 to 5, or more than 5 hours).
Next, in the Language Contact Profile, I asked participants what topics they feel confident
discussing in conversations, both in listening and speaking. Participants chose a score from one
to five, where one is strongly disagree and five is strongly agree, responding to these
statements: (1) When people talk about the following topics, I fully UNDERSTAND what they
are discussing. (2) I can easily TALK extensively about the following topics. Topics included
family, events, politics, objects in front of me, life stories, activities, feelings, finances,
economics, law, and work.

3.3.2 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale
In the questionnaire, I asked respondents to choose from seven pairs of circles to indicate
their perceived closeness with various host community members, where “You” is self and “X” is
the other individual, group, or community.

Figure 2. Inclusion of Other in the Self scale circle sets used in GPA questionnaire
The respondents then considered how close they felt to each of the following members of
the community and indicated a circle set (1-7) for each subgroup.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Nurturer

People in your home: house helper, host family, frequent visitors
People in places where you linger often: shopkeepers, neighbors
Local coworkers, friends

Relatives of your first friends
Neighborhood children

People who are imparting a skill or knowledge to you (such as a piano teacher)
Community at Large (all the people in your town, city, or county; people

3.3.3 Mattering index
The main elements of this scale are one’s perception of people in the community being
aware of the learner, of feeling important to people in the community, and people in the
community relying on the learner. Thus, the mattering index is a three-factor model consisting
of questions about awareness, importance, and reliance. For this research, I have taken the
originally-designed constituent elements and adjusted each to fit the specific setting of a
language learner.
On the questionnaire, participants responded to statements using a five-point Likert Scale,
strongly disagree to strongly agree. For each question, participants chose a number to indicate
their level of agreement. The term “host” people was defined on the digital response form, but
it is expected that most GPA users will understand this terminology.

3.3.4 Interviews
After respondents completed the questionnaire, I set up an interview with them using
Zoom. In the semi-structured interviews, I inquired about the following:
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•

Tell me about the language group you are working with.

•

How did you come to use the GPA as your language learning approach?

•

Tell me how you have used the GPA.

•

What does the Growing Participator Approach mean to you?

•

Can you describe any particular experience where using the GPA helped you develop
relationships in your community?

•

How has your participation in your community changed as your language skills have
changed?

•

Can you describe how you fit into your host community?

•

What are examples of people in your community noticing you? Has that changed through
your time of language learning?

•

What are examples of people in your community relying on you? Has that changed
through your time of language learning?

3.4 Coding
Using the results from the surveys and interviews, I queried results to qualitatively
compare the language experience and ability each respondent has with their engagement in the
community. I looked for codes that helped identify the respondents’ intensity of connection to
the community, type of connection, forms of community awareness of, importance to, and
reliance on the participant, and social contact in the community. Through the coding process, I
sought patterns that identify indicators of the connection participants have in their community
related to their language learning. The resulting factors that indicated community engagement
were:
•

The time in which a respondent spent using the host language with host people,

•

The topics which a respondent was able to understand and speak about,

•

The individuals and groups that a respondent had conversations with,
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•

The respondent’s perceived connection with her nurturer, her close friends, and her
community,

•

The respondent’s sense of the community being aware of her, considering her important,
and relying on her.

•

The trusted relationships and social support the respondent identified,

•

The respondent’s languacultural competence and interaction, and

•

The respondent’s growth in integrating in the community.
Following the coding process, I created a rubric to qualitatively analyze the degree of

social engagement of each participant.

3.5 Scale analysis
Ten participants completed both the questionnaire and the interview. To analyze and
compare the data from each participant, I designed a social engagement rubric with three
criteria for each source. See Tables 3, 4, and 5 below.
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Table 3. Social engagement rubric for Language Contact Profile
Degree of
engagement

1
Disengaged

Language Contact Profile
Time
Participant
speaks host
language for
an average of
10 hours or
less each
week or
speaks home
language to
host people
twice as much
as host
language.
People
Participant
speaks host
language with
only one
category of
people
outside of
language
sessions for
fewer than 5
hours per
week.

Topics

Participant
averaged 1 to
1.7 on the
topics scale
for
understanding
and talking.

2
Mildly
engaged

3
Moderately
engaged

4
Highly
engaged

5
Exceptionally
engaged

Participant
speaks host
language an
average of 11
to 15 hours
per week,
speaking host
language at
least as much
as home
language with
host people.

Participant
speaks host
language an
average of 16
to 20 hours
per week,
speaking host
language at
least as much
as home
language with
host people.

Participant
speaks host
language an
average of 21
to 25 hours
per week and
speaks home
language
minimally to
host people.

Participant
speaks host
language for
an average of
more than 26
hours each
week and
rarely speaks
home
language to
host people.

Participant
speaks host
language
outside of
language
sessions to
nurturer and
at least one
other type of
person
(stranger,
friend,
coworker,
roommate,
etc.) for fewer
than 10 hours
per week.

Participant
speaks host
language
outside of
language
sessions with
at least two
types of
people
(nurturer,
roommate,
friends,
strangers,
service
personnel) for
at least 10
hours per
week.
Participant
averaged 2.6
to 3.4 on the
topics scale
for
understanding
and talking.

Participant
speaks host
language with
at least two
types of
people
(nurturer,
roommate,
friends,
strangers,
service
personnel) for
at least 15
hours per
week.

Participant
speaks host
language
outside of
language
sessions with
three or more
groups of
people for
more than 15
hours each
week.

Participant
averaged 3.4
to 4.2 on the
topics scale
for
understanding
and talking.

Participant
averaged 4.3
to 5 on the
topics scale
for
understanding
and talking.

Participant
averaged 1.8
to 2.5 on the
topics scale
for
understanding
and talking.
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Table 4. Social engagement rubric for Inclusion of Community in the Self scale
Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Connection with
community

Close
relationships

Nurturer

1
Disengaged

2
Mildly
engaged

3
Moderately
engaged

4
Highly
engaged

5
Exceptionally
engaged

Participant
selected
circle set 1
or 2 for the
community
at large.
Participant
selected
circle set 1
or 2 for close
relationships.
Participant
selected
circle set 1
for nurturer.

Participant
selected
circle set 3
for the
community
at large.
Participant
selected
circle set 3
for close
relationships.
Participant
selected
circle set 3
for nurturer.

Participant
selected
circle set 4
for the
community
at large.
Participant
selected
circle set 4
for close
relationships.
Participant
selected
circle set 4
for nurturer.

Participant
selected
circle set 5
or 6 for the
community
at large.
Participant
selected
circle set 5
or 6 for close
relationships.
Participant
selected
circle set 5
or 6 for
nurturer.

Participant
selected
circle set 7
for the
community
at large.
Participant
selected
circle set 7
for close
relationships.
Participant
selected
circle set 7
for nurturer.

Table 5. Social engagement rubric for mattering index
Mattering index
Awareness

Importance

Reliance

Participant
score 1 to 1.7
on awareness
scale.
Participant
score 1 to 1.7
on
importance
scale.
Participant
score 1 to 1.7
on reliance
scale.

Participant
scored 1.8 to
2.5 on
awareness
scale.
Participant
scored 1.8 to
2.5 on
importance
scale.
Participant
scored 1.8 to
2.5 on
reliance
scale.
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Participant
scored 2.6 to
3.4 on
awareness
scale.
Participant
scored 2.6 to
3.4 on
importance
scale.
Participant
scored 2.6 to
3.4 on
reliance
scale.

Participant
scored 3.5
to 4.2 on
awareness
scale.
Participant
scored 3.5
to 4.2 on
importance
scale.
Participant
scored 3.5
to 4.2 on
reliance
scale.

Participant
scored 4.3 to
5 on
awareness
scale.
Participant
scored 4.3 to
5 on
importance
scale.
Participant
scored 4.3 to
5 on reliance
scale.

Table 6. Social engagement rubric for interview
Interview

1
Disengaged

Trusted
relationships
and social
support

Participant
indicates that
she does not
have any
close, trusted
relationships
and does not
receive
support from
host people.

Languacultural
competence
and
interaction

Participant
shows
evidence of
behavior that
is very unlike
host people,
shows a lack
of
understanding
of the culture,
and does not
participate in
host group
activities.

Community
integration

Participant
shows little to
no growth in
becoming a
part of her
community
and/or
describes host
people in a
derogatory
way.

2
Mildly
engaged
Participant
indicates that
she has a
trusted host
relationship
but does not
receive
support from
any other
members of
the
community.
Participant
has some
understanding
of host
language and
culture, tries
to speak with
host people in
their
language,
sometimes
behaves in
host-like
ways, and
sometimes
will attend
host group
activities.

3
Moderately
engaged
Participant
indicates that
she has at
least one
trusted
relationship
and minimal
social
support.

4
Highly
engaged
Participant
indicates that
she has at
least two
trusted
relationships
and receives
moderate
social
support.

5
Exceptionally
engaged
Participant
indicates that
she has
trusted
relationships
with host
people and
receives
strong
support from
host people.

Participant
shows an
understanding
of the host
language and
culture, tries
to speak to
host people in
host ways,
generally
behaves in a
culturally
appropriate
way, and
sometimes
participates in
host group
activities.

Participant
shows
evidence of
competently
understanding
the language
and culture,
speaking to
host people in
host ways,
behaving in a
culturallyappropriate
way, and
actively
participating
in host group
activities.

Participant
shows some
growth in
becoming a
part of the
host
community
and/or
describes host
people as
hard to relate
to.

Participant
shows
moderate
growth in
becoming a
part of the
host
community
and describes
host people
both
positively and
negatively.

Participant
shows
evidence of
good
understanding
of the host
language and
culture, often
using hostlike speech
with host
people,
behaving in a
generally
culturally
appropriate
way, and
often
participating
in host group
activities.
Participant
shows
considerable
growth in
becoming a
part of the
host
community
and describes
host people as
approachable.
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Participant
shows
extensive
growth in
becoming a
part of the
host
community
and describes
host people as
approachable
and likable.

3.5.1 Language Contact Profile analysis
In the Language Contact Profile, each participant answered questions about how much time
they use the host language. The answers participants gave in that profile indicated that they
found it difficult to estimate their hours of speaking the language. In the GPA, only special
growth participation hours are calculated, so this difficulty does not indicate that the
respondents have not moved through the phases with the appropriate hours. The participants
estimated the number of hours per day and the number of days per week which they speak the
host language. They estimated these times for both the total amount of time and the amount of
time outside of language sessions. It would logically follow that they would have the greatest
number of hours including language session hours and fewer when they did not include the
sessions with a nurturer. Four participants answered the question “How much time do you
spend speaking [host language] to native or fluent speakers of [host language]” with a number
of hours that was less than their response to the question “In an average week, how much time
do you speak in [host language] outside of language sessions with people who do not share
your native language.”
Table 7. Respondents' hours per week speaking the host language
How much time do you spend
speaking [host language] to
native or fluent speakers of [host
language]?
Olivia
Agatha
Sonya
Raisa
Kylie
Margaret
Nadira
Johanna
Liese

21-28 hours/week
4-8 hours/week*
5-10 hours/week
16-20 hours/week
10-16 hours/week*
8-12 hours/week
3-12 hours/week*
7-14 hours/week*
14-21 hours/week

*Fewer total hours than hours outside of sessions

In an average week, how much time
do you speak in [host language]
outside of language sessions with
people who do not share your native
language?
15-20 hours/week
5-10 hours/week
5-10 hours/week
5-12 hours/week
14-21 hours/week
8-12 hours/week
6-12 hours/week
14-21 hours/week
12-20 hours/week

The discrepancy in reporting for totals prohibited me from using the self-reported total hours to
determine the amount of time outside of sessions compared to in sessions. Next, I looked at the
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hours reported for individual areas. Table 8 provides the hours reported by the respondent
Olivia.
Table 8. Hours Olivia spent speaking host language outside of language sessions
Hours/week
Speaks Russian outside of language sessions with non-native English speakers
Speaks to nurturer outside of language sessions
Speaks to Russian roommates outside of language sessions
Speaks to Russian friends outside of language sessions
Speaks to fellow language learners outside of language sessions
Speaks to strangers outside of language sessions
Speaks to service personnel outside of language sessions
Sum hours of speaking to groups and individuals

15-20
5-10
0
18-24
0
7-14
0-5
30-53

It is expected that the sum of hours for the categories (30-53 hours per week) would be
similar to the hours she estimated as a total (15-20 hours per week), but that is not the case for
Olivia and most of the other participants. Due to these additional discrepancies, I examined the
range of hours for the time criterion in my social engagement rubric. For example, the least
number of hours that Olivia suggests she speaks Russian is fifteen hours per week. The greatest
number of hours she suggests is fifty-three. Thus, the range is 15 to 53 hours per week. The
midpoint of this range is 34 hours. Thus, for analysis, I have used the midpoint of the range of
hours to determine the average hours a participant spends speaking the host language.
Each participant indicated the number of hours they spent speaking with various categories
of people: language nurturers, roommates, friends, fellow language learners, strangers, and
service personnel. For the people criterion in the rubric, I created a scale based on the number
of different groups and the amount of time the participants said they spoke to these groups.
The topics criterion was based on two questions in the questionnaire concerning the topics
the participants could fully understand and discuss extensively. These topics included subjects
that would be discussed beginning in Phase One and some that would not be discussed until a
much later phase: objects in front of me, activities, life stories, family, feelings, events, work,
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finances, economics, law, and politics. Participants stated their ability to understand and talk
about those topics on a Likert scale, where the number 1 indicated strongly disagree and the
number 5 indicated strongly agree. For each topic, participants were given points based on
their Likert scale choice. First, the scores for all the topics were averaged for both
understanding and talking. Then the two scores were averaged to determine the score for the
topics criterion on the rubric6.

3.5.2 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale analysis

Figure 3. Inclusion of Community in the Self circle sets
Participants described their connection with eight categories of people using the IOS scale.
Three categories were the most meaningful in determining the participants’ connection to the
community. First, the language nurturer is usually the closest relationship a person using the
GPA would develop in the community. Second, friends, coworkers, and people in the home
would be the next closest members in the community to the participants. The third group is the
wider community. These widening circles of relationships show how the participants are
connected to both individuals and the wider community.
The nurturer and community at large were scored as independent criteria on the
questionnaire. Participants indicated separate circles for the “people in your home” and “local

6

To create equal intervals on the 5-point rubric scale: 1 to 1.7 is a rubric score of 1; 1.8 to 2.5 is a rubric score

of 2; 2.6 to 3.4 is a rubric score of 3; 3.5 to 4.2 is a rubric score of 4; and 4.3 to 5.0 is a rubric score of 5. To
determine the interval of the Likert scale on the rubric, the range is calculated by (5 − 1 = 4) then divided by five as
it is the greatest value of the scale (4 ÷ 5 = 0.80), giving a range of .8 for each interval.
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coworkers, friends,” the terms used on the GPA Questionnaire. To analyze these two groups as
one, I averaged the scores for the separate groups for the close relationships criterion. To
compare the results of these scores on the rubric with a five-point scale, I took a participant’s
circle choice (numbers one through seven) and put them into a set of five, circle 1 and 2
together, circle 3 alone, circle 4 alone, circles 5 and 6 together, and circle 7 alone7.

3.5.3 Mattering index analysis
The mattering index is a three-factor model made up of questions in the factors of
awareness, importance, and reliance. For each question, participants chose a number on a fivepoint Likert scale to indicate their level of agreement. The responses were scored, where one
indicated the lowest sense of mattering and five, the highest sense of mattering. Some
statements, such as “In a social gathering, no one recognizes me,” a sense of mattering would
be indicated by a low number. In this case, the item was reverse scored (i.e., a response of 1
equals 5, 2 equals 4, 3 equals 3, 4 equals 2, and 5 equals 1). For each factor, awareness,
importance, and reliance, I determined the mean score of the items within that factor. The
scores were distributed8 into the sections of the rubric.

3.5.4 Interview analysis
In “Social Connectedness and Flourishing: The Mediating Role of Hopelessness,” EraslanCapan explains that social connectedness includes “relatedness, having supportive and
rewarding relationships, contributing to the happiness of others, [and] being respected by
others” (934). Greg Thomson builds his approach on four principles: communing,

7

This division is calculated using the formula (X/7)=(x/5), where X is the score on the 7-point ICS scale and x

is the nearly-equivalent score on the 5-point rubric. Rounding to the nearest whole number, circle set 7 is 5 on the
rubric, circle sets 5 and 6 are 4 on the rubric, circle set 4 is 3 on the rubric, circle set 3 is 2 on the rubric, and circles
set 1 and 2 are 1 on the rubric.
8

To determine the interval of the Likert scale on the rubric, the range is calculated by (5 − 1 = 4) then divided

by five as it is the greatest value of the scale (4 ÷ 5 = 0.80), giving a range of .8 for each interval.
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understanding, talking, and evolving (“Cute principles”). Keeping these concepts in mind while
reading through the interview transcripts, I determined three key areas to reveal the social
connectedness of participants: trusted relationships and social support, languacultural
competence and interaction, and community integration. Trusted relationships and social
support were demonstrated through participants’ descriptions of their relationships with
nurturers, friends, and other significant host people in their lives. These relationships and
support are part of what is needed for social connectedness and what Thomson describes as
“communing.” Languacultural competence and interaction are needed to participate in a crosscultural community, which Thomson refers to as “understanding” and “talking.” Finally, social
connectedness shows a growth in the host community, referred to as community integration in
immigrant studies. Thomson refers to this increasing community integration as “evolving.”
These areas were evaluated and scaled as seen in the rubric above in Table 3.

3.5.5 Rubric scoring
Once criteria scores for each scale were determined, the three scores were averaged to get a
degree of engagement based on each scale. Finally, the four scale scores were averaged
together to determine a total degree of social engagement. Traditional rounding of each score
would cause a smaller range of numbers to fall in the disengaged and exceptionally engaged
levels. Therefore, the rounding range for the averages is distributed so that .7 to .8 of a point is
in each of the five levels6.
Table 9. Levels of engagement score distribution
Disengaged

Mildly engaged

Moderately
engaged

Highly engaged

Exceptionally
engaged

1.0 to 1.7

1.8 to 2.5

2.6 to 3.4

3.5 to 4.2

4.3 to 5.0

The following chapter presents the findings for each respondent with scores determined by
the questionnaire, detailed descriptions of each person’s background, and interview responses.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
4.1 Introduction
This multiple case study evaluates data from ten single women participants. A pseudonym
has been given to each participant to provide anonymity.
•

Olivia is a growing participant in Russia.

•

Agatha is a growing participant in Turkey.

•

Sonya is a growing participant in the Republic of Georgia.

•

Raisa is a growing participant in Tajikistan.

•

Emily is a growing participant in Pakistan.

•

Kylie is a growing participant in Israel.

•

Margaret is a growing participant in Chad.

•

Nadira is a growing participant in Oman.

•

Johanna is a growing participant in Guinea.

•

Liese is a growing participant in South Sudan.

4.2 Olivia
Olivia is a woman in the twenty-six to thirty-five year age range who holds a bachelor’s
degree. She is a US citizen, whose first language is English. Olivia considers herself to have a
mix of introverted and extroverted tendencies. To learn Russian, she is currently using the GPA
as her primary language learning approach in Moscow, Russia, where she has lived for longer
than two years. Prior to using the GPA, she attended a Russian-speaking church in the US,
studied Russian using Rosetta Stone, and took college Russian language classes.
When she arrived in Moscow, she began studying Russian, starting in Phase One of the
GPA. For Phases One to the beginning of Phase Four, she spent twenty hours per week in
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special-growth participation sessions with a nurturer. In March 2020, Moscow established
COVID-19 policies so that she could not meet with her nurturer for several months. Once the
quarantine orders were lifted, she began meeting with her nurturer again for sixteen hours per
week and continued that time investment through Phase Four and into Phase Five. She
considers her ability in Russian to be ILR level 3, Professional Working Proficiency.

4.2.1 Language Contact Profile
According to her LCP, Olivia speaks Russian for a range of fifteen to fifty-three hours per
week, with a midpoint of thirty-four hours each week, never speaking English to host people.
This range and average establish her score of five in the time criterion. Olivia spends a great
deal of time speaking with a variety of Russian people, especially her friends. She speaks
Russian with host people outside of language sessions for more than fifteen hours a week with
her nurturer, friends, strangers, and service personnel, scoring five in the people criterion. The
results of Oliva’s LCP are as follows:
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Table 10. Language Contact Profile results for Olivia
Low range
of hours per
week
15

High range
of hours per
week
20

5
0
18
0
7
0
30

10
0
24
0
14
5
53

Speaks Russian to those fluent in Russian
Speaks Russian to non-Russians

21
8

28
12

Speaks Russian for brief exchanges
Speaks Russian for extended conversations with roommates
and friends
Speaks a language other than English or Russian

0
10

4
15

7

14

15

53

Speaks Russian outside of language session with non-native
English speakers
Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Russian roommates
Speaks to Russian friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel

Total of groups

Range of hours speaking Russian
Midpoint

34

The topics that Olivia can speak about are like the topics she can understand. Olivia
strongly agreed that she can fully understand when host people talk about the most common
topics of conversation. She agreed that she can fully understand the less common topics of
politics, finances, and economics. As expected, her understanding ability is greater than her
talking ability. But her talking ability is strong, especially in topics that are common to
everyday conversation. Oliva’s average is 4.45, showing that she is highly engaged according to
the topics criterion of the social participation rubric. Olivia’s engagement results based on the
topics she reports being able to discuss and understand are as follows:
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Table 11. Engagement based on understanding and talking ability for Olivia
Topic
Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics
Average of all topics

Level of understanding ability
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4.73
Average of talking and understanding
Degree of engagement based on topics

Level of talking ability
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
3
3
2
3
4.18
4.45
Highly engaged, 4

Olivia displayed through the questionnaire that she is exceptionally engaged based on the
time and people criteria and highly engaged based on topics. Her degree of engagement based
on the LCP is exceptionally engaged.
Table 12. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Language Contact Profile criteria
Time
People
Topics
Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile

4.2.2

Rubric score
5
5
4
4.67, Exceptionally
engaged

Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 4. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
On the ICS scale, Olivia indicated circle set seven for her relationship with her language
nurturer, indicating that she is exceptionally engaged with her nurturer. In describing her
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relationship with people in her home and local coworkers/friends, Olivia selected circle set
seven for both. She is exceptionally engaged with people close to her. Finally, Olivia described
her relationship with the community at large with circle set six, indicating that she feels highly
engaged with the greater community. These connections reveal a strong sense of connection.
Averaging the three criteria scores indicates that Olivia is exceptionally engaged based on the
ICS scale.
Table 13. Engagement based on the Inclusion of Community in the Self scale for Olivia
Group
Nurturer
Close relationships

Community at large

Subgroup

Coworkers, friends 7
People in home. 7

Degree of Engagement on ICS scale

Circle selection
7
7

Rubric score
5
5

6

4

Exceptionally engaged, 4.67

4.2.3 Mattering index
On the mattering index, Olivia scored 4.2 for awareness, 4.9 for importance, and 4 for
reliance. These scores demonstrate that she feels highly important to her Russian community,
people are highly aware of her, and they have a high reliance on her. According to the rubric,
Olivia is highly engaged on the mattering index. Table 14 below displays these results.
Table 14. Engagement based on Mattering index for Olivia
Factor score on scale
Rubric score
Awareness
4.2
4
Importance
4.9
5
Reliance
4
4
Degree of engagement based on mattering scale
Exceptionally engaged, 4.33

4.2.4 Interview
4.2.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
Olivia scored a five in the criterion for trusted relationships and social support. During her
interview, she described meaningful relationships with her nurturer, friends, and members of
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her faith community. She expressed that she “cherishes” the relationship with her nurturer.
One way their relationship deepened was through the experience of Phase Three story-sharing
activities. Olivia remarked, “Sharing stories with one another very quickly . . . began opening
up to me a more personal perspective.”
During her interview, Olivia spoke frequently about her friends, describing how she and her
Russian friends spend time at each other’s homes and do outside activities together. In talking
about the depth of those friendships, she explained, “I probably have three really close Russian
friends here, and that’s actually more than I have in my English-speaking world.” These friends
also ask her “life advice, questions, help for when they’re sick.” Olivia is active in a local
Russian church where she feels “noticed and accepted:”
As a person, they know who I am, my character, my personality;
they know about my family. Some of them know stories, different
stories about my life. And I know about them. Of course, they
share about their lives. I know who their husbands are, and their
children are, and who they're getting married to.
These are all indications of very strong relationships that are supportive and rewarding.
4.2.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
In her religious community, Olivia recalled having difficulty connecting with people early
in her time in Moscow. “Connecting with people in the church was harder [than understanding
the sermon and songs] because I didn’t have the language skills . . . to understand what they
were really trying to say to me at a conversation level because people don’t speak in sermons.”
She found that as her ability to understand increased, she was able to develop those
relationships. “I felt like it was really just a gift to be able to develop relationships in church.”
Over time, she was able to have deeply meaningful friendships with people in her church,
being “able to just listen and understand and respect their stories and who they are.” Her
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increased ability in understanding and talking allowed her to respect others’ perspectives and
sympathize with their experiences.
With her nurturer, Olivia can listen to a reading of literature, and on her own, she is able
to read Russian literature. She realizes that she has become a better auditory learner as she has
learned to listen well. Others tell her personal stories about themselves, and she is able to
understand not only the story but the speakers’ perspectives and respond in meaningful ways.
“When I can understand these girls, when I can understand their stories, I can see them better
for who God sees them as.” Even as she understands a great deal, she also recognizes her
limited understanding. “The more I learn Russian, the less I know; and the more I learn about
Russia, I just realize that there’s so much more to know. There’s so much more to understand
and receive and just kind of dive into this never-ending pool of culture.”
During her interview, Olivia expressed that there are things currently that she “can’t say
the right way” but that it does not interfere with the host person being able to understand her,
not hindering her relationship with that person. In the past, though, she had frustrations with
grammar and feeling that it was “more difficult to speak because of all the cases, because of the
endings.” And that “if you don’t use the correct format or the correct endings, you yourself are
not understandable. . . . It made it very frustrating to understand but not be understandable for
a long time at a relatively . . . comparative level.” When she became frustrated with that
widening gap, she used input and output flooding,9 a supplemental tool in the GPA phase
guides, a great deal once she was in Phase Three.
Even though she had a significant amount of grammar study in her university classes
before using the GPA, she felt that it didn’t help her in her ability to speak. “When you
memorize stuff, that doesn’t do anything other than become a rule in your head. It doesn’t
mean you can apply it.” In summary, Olivia’s descriptions of her understanding of the culture

9

Input and output flooding are grammar activities described in GPA phase guides. See Key Terms and

Abbreviations for description.
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and the language indicated an exceptional degree of engagement in “Languacultural
competence and interaction.”
4.2.4.3 Community integration
The interview with Olivia revealed her great joy in living among the Russian people. She
scored a level five for her community integration. Before going to Moscow, Olivia had read
extensively about the Russian people but described that understanding as “a very black and
white picture of what Russia is and who is a Russian person and what is their culture like
[sic].” While living in Moscow and learning the language, she experienced Russians in a new
way that gave her a “more personal perspective.” Olivia spoke highly and honestly about the
Russian people. In her interview she related, “Russian people in Moscow are very hospitable,
very warm, very welcoming, very sincere–very sincere when you get to know them.” But she
also said of them, “[Russian] people are not going to just bare their souls completely.” These
statements indicate an opinion of the host culture as being approachable and friendly, while
also showing an understanding of who they are as people. Even though she studied Russian
through Rosetta Stone and college courses, it was not until she used the GPA in Moscow that
she felt she truly began to know the Russian people, putting “faces to those facts.” She
indicated that she has limited experience in community groups. “I don’t participate in a lot of
the communities that maybe I normally would participate in America.”
Olivia expressed that she has grown in her language ability as well as her ability to have
deep relationships. She explained that other people’s willingness to spend time with her
provided the opportunity to increase her language ability. “Relationships . . . have come as the
result of other people being able to take the time to allow me to become knowable to them and
vice versa and growing almost together.” She described “growing together with people,”
reflecting on the change: “Thinking back like, ‘Oh, yeah. I remember when I met you and this
was my language level and now look where we are and look where our relationship is.’” Her
participation in her community has changed over time. “I feel a lot freer. I don’t feel as tied
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down or tied to somebody or just feel inhibited, you know, thinking like ‘Oh, well, maybe I
won't do that because you know, I can’t really speak Russian that well and I probably won’t
understand very much of it.’”
During Phase Four, which involves deep conversations about cultural topics, Olivia’s
Russian friends were unwilling to have multiple conversations about the topics. She faced this
challenge by doing alternate activities that fit with the approach. Olivia also expressed that she
believes there is an appropriate time to take classes in Russian, “Just like a kid would. You
know, a kid does go to school eventually.” The growth that she described and the involvement
in her community demonstrates that she is exceptionally engaged based on her interview.
Table 15. Engagement based on interview for Olivia
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview

5
5
5
5.00, Exceptionally engaged

4.2.5 Conclusion
Olivia is exceptionally engaged in the Russian community in Moscow, scoring a 4.75 out of
5, a high degree of engagement. Her LCP score was 4.67; IOS scale 5.00; mattering scale 4.33;
and interview 5.00.
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Table 16. Degree of engagement for Olivia
Scale

Criteria

Criteria score

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

5
5
5

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

5.00
Exceptionally
engaged
5
5
4

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

4.67
Exceptionally
engaged

4
5
4

Degree of engagement based on mattering index
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration

4.33
Exceptionally
engaged
5
5
5

Degree of engagement based on interview

5.00
Exceptionally
engaged

Total degree of social engagement

4.75
Exceptionally
engaged

70

4.3 Agatha
Agatha is an American woman living in Istanbul, Turkey, who is in the thirty-six to fortyfive age range and has a master’s degree. Her first language is English. She considers herself
both introverted and extroverted. She has been studying Turkish for five years using only the
GPA. She is currently in Phase Five of the GPA but expressed that her ability is at a Phase Four
level. She assesses herself at ILR 2, Limited Working Proficiency. Prior to studying Turkish, she
studied Tajik in a traditional classroom then with a tutor using a language study book.
Agatha studies Turkish through a GPA language center. During Phase One, she and two
other students studied together with a nurturer at the language center for twenty to twenty-five
hours per week. Beginning in Phase Two, Agatha continued with a nurturer from the language
center in the nurturer’s home for fifteen hours per week, completing Phase Three. In Phases
Four and Five, she spent six to ten hours per week in special growth participation sessions.
Agatha spent five months of her Phase 5 hours focusing on grammar with an online language
tutor for ten hours per week.

4.3.1 Language Contact Profile
According to her LCP, Agatha speaks Turkish for a range of four to fifteen hours per week,
with a midpoint of 9.5 hours each week, speaking English to host people less than two hours
per week. This range and midpoint establish her score of one in the time criterion, disengaged.
Agatha’s estimated overall time (five to ten hours) is nearly equivalent to the sum of the groups
with which she speaks (five to fifteen hours).
Agatha spends only a small amount of her time speaking with host people. She does speak
with a variety of people: nurturer, roommate, friends, language learners, strangers, and service
personnel. She speaks with host people outside of language sessions for less than five hours a
week as a minimum, scoring two in the people criterion, mildly engaged.
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Table 17. Language Contact Profile results for Agatha
Low range of
hours per week

High range of
hours per week

Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Turkish roommates
Speaks to Turkish friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel
Total of groups

0
0
4
1
0
0
5

1
1
8
2
2
1
15

Speaks Turkish to those fluent in Turkish
Speaks Turkish to non-native Turkish speakers
Total of speaking Turkish

4
0
4

8
1
9

Speaks Turkish for brief exchanges
Speaks Turkish for extended conversations with
roommates and friends
Speaks a language other than English or Turkish
Speaks English with those fluent in Turkish
Speaks English with non-native speakers of
Turkish

0
4

1
8

0
1
0

1
2
1

Speaks Turkish outside of language sessions with
non-native English speakers

Range of hours speaking Turkish

5

4
Midpoint

10

15
9.5

Agatha’s reported speaking ablility in topic areas is slightly greater than her understanding
ability. She did not select any topics that she strongly agreed being able to fully understand,
but she expressed strong agreement that she could extensively talk about family. In addition,
she agreed she could fully understand the areas of visible objects, work, and life stories, which
are topics common in Phases One and Two. Her average of talking and understanding is 3.5,
indicating a high engagement for the topics criterion.
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Table 18. Language Contact Profile topics for Agatha
Topic

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics

4
3.5*
3
4
3
3.5*
4
2
3
3
3

4
5
4
4
4
4
4
2
3
4
3

Average of all topics

3.27

3.73

Average of talking and understanding:

3.5

*Agatha selected both 3 and 4 which were averaged for results

For the LCP, Agatha was disengaged based on time, mildly engaged based on people, and
highly engaged based on topics. Agatha’s degree of engagement for the LCP is 2.33, mildly
engaged.
Table 19. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile for Agatha
Language Contact Profile Criteria
Time
People
Topics
Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile

Rubric score
1
2
4
2.33, Mildly engaged

4.3.2 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 5. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
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In the ICS scale, Agatha described her relationship with her language nurturer with circle
set six. Her relationship with coworkers/friends was also strongly overlapping, circle set six.
For people in her home, Agatha selected circle set five. The close relationships average,
including coworkers, friends, and people in the home, is 5.5. Agatha chose circle set five when
describing her relationship with the community at large. Her degree of participation for each
criterion is four, highly engaged. The average of her scores for the ICS scale is 4, showing that
she is highly engaged.
Table 20. Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale for Agatha
Group
Subgroup
Nurturer
Close relationships
Coworkers, friends 6
People in home. 5
Community at large

Circle selection
6
5.5

Rubric score
4
4

5

Degree of engagement on ICS scale

4
Highly engaged, 4

4.3.3 Mattering index
Agatha scored 4 out of 5 on the mattering index, indicating that she is highly engaged. Her
factor scores showed that feels highly engaged based on awareness, exceptionally engaged
based on importance, and moderately engaged based on reliance.
Table 21. Engagement based on mattering index for Agatha
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

Factor score on scale
4.3
4.6
2.7
Degree of engagement based on mattering index

Rubric score
4
5
3
4, Highly engaged

4.3.4 Interview
4.3.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
In her interview, Agatha did not indicate any specific trusted relationships or how she
received social support. Agatha expressed that she spent time with her nurturer in language
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sessions and outside of that time “got to know her family and such but not super well.” She
enjoyed being in the home of her nurturers as opposed to meeting at the language center
“because it helped [her] get more into the community.” Agatha did not talk about her nurturer
beyond those comments. Agatha did not mention friends in her interview. She explained that
she works full time, but she did not describe relationships with her coworkers. In her LCP, she
marked that she speaks with friends about six hours a week, giving the impression that she
does have friends even though they were not mentioned in her interview. Agatha scored a 2 in
the criterion for trusted relationships and social support.
4.3.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
Agatha’s description of her understanding of the culture and the language indicate that she
is moderately engaged in “Languacultural competence and interaction.” Agatha expressed a
desire to understand the Turkish people and their culture. “I’ve had . . . motivation to really
continue to build relationships and understand the culture, understand the people. . . . I feel
like it’s super important to understand the culture and the people around me.” Agatha
described how she uses questions in conversations to determine meanings of new vocabulary,
such as “Can you explain that a little bit more?” and “I don’t know that word.” In the
interactions she described, she could carry on conversations with Turkish people and
understand what was spoken in Turkish.
Agatha has spent a significant investment in improving her talking ability. She hired a
grammar teacher and worked with this person for nine months and expressed a continued need
for working on her speaking. She is studying grammar to “solidify all these things that I already
know basically.” She expressed her frustration with using Turkish grammar, saying, “I know a
lot of words, but can I put them together intelligently?” She feels that the GPA has given her
the ability to be “more confident to take risks and start up a conversation” and that she can
have “pretty deep conversations.” According to her interview, Turkish people have been
impressed with her speaking ability. She shared several stories where she would start
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conversations by asking questions to engage strangers and shopkeepers. Due to her sense that
she is lacking in her grammar ability, her focus on language learning is on the talking aspect
currently. Based on the limited information from her interview, she is moderately engaged,
rubric score 3, in her languacultural competence and interaction.
4.3.4.3 Community integration
Agatha has developed relationships with people in her apartment building and talked about
having “a lot of relationships.” She spent time doing cultural studies in addition to Phase Four
interviews. Agatha did not talk about the Turkish people and how she perceives them except
for one situation. As she described one interaction in response to the question, “How do you
feel like your community sees you?” She expressed frustration, feeling “irked,” when called
“the foreigner” as a designation of who she was in an office. The pandemic significantly
changed her relationships as she primarily communicated with people only through text since
in-person visits were not possible. She has a full-time job in education, but she did not indicate
whether that was in English or Turkish.
Agatha expressed that over time she has come to understand the culture more and feels
more comfortable in Istanbul. She used to be nervous about beginning conversations with
people, but in Phase Five she feels more confident in “chatting with somebody in a shop.”
Agatha’s engagement level for community integration is 3, moderately engaged.
Based on the interview, Agatha is mildly engaged in trusted relationships and social
support. She is moderately engaged in her languacultural competence and interaction
moderately engaged in her community integration. Her degree of engagement discovered
through the interview is moderately engaged.
Table 22. Engagement based on interview for Agatha
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview
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2
3
3
2.67, Moderately engaged

4.3.5 Conclusion
Agatha had an overall score of 3.25 out of 5 for her degree of social engagement,
moderately engaged. Her LCP score was 2.33; IOS scale 4.00; mattering 4.33; interview scale
2.33.
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Table 23. Overall engagement for Agatha
Scale

Criteria
score

Criteria

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

1
2
4

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

2.33
Mildly engaged
4
4
4

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self
scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

4.00
Highly engaged

5
5
3

Degree of Engagement based on mattering scale
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview

4.33
Exceptionally engaged
2
3
2
2.33
Mildly engaged

Total degree of social engagement

3.25
Moderately engaged
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4.4 Sonya
Sonya has been living in the Republic of Georgia for seven years, studying the Georgian
language. She has a master’s degree and is in the fifty-six to sixty-five age range. Her native
language is English, and she is a citizen of the US She considers herself introverted. Sonya is in
Phase Five of the GPA, and she assesses her language as ILR 3, Professional Working
Proficiency. During her first three phases, she spent fifteen to twenty hours per week in specialgrowth participation activities. She continued fifteen hours per week for Phases Four and Five.
Prior to living in the Republic of Georgia, she lived and worked in Mongolia, attempting to
learn the Mongolian language.

4.4.1 Language Contact Profile
According to her LCP, Sonya speaks Georgian for a range of five to twenty-one hours per
week, with a midpoint of thirteen hours each week, rarely speaking English to host people. This
range and average establish her score of 2 in the time criterion. The range of the subgroups for
hours is similar, though slightly greater. Sonya’s hours including language sessions and not
including language sessions are the same in the LCP. On the other hand, she indicated that she
speaks to her nurturer three to six hours per week outside of language sessions. This
discrepancy of hours is not explained with the LCP. Sonya’s results show that she speaks with
her nurturer, friends, strangers, and service personnel for a range of eight to twenty-one hours
per week, which gives her a score of 2 for the people criterion, mildly engaged.
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Table 24. Language Contact Profile for Sonya
Low range of
hours per week

High range of
hours per week

3
0
5
0
0
0
8

6
0
10
0
4
1
21

Speaks Georgian to those fluent in Georgian
Speaks Georgians to non-Georgians

5
0

10
0

Speaks Georgian for brief exchanges
Speaks Georgian for extended conversations with
roommates and friends
Speaks a language other than English or Georgian
Speaks English with those fluent in Georgian
Speaks English with non-native speakers of
Georgian

0
3

5
6

3
1
1

6
2
2

Speaks Georgian outside of language sessions with
non-native English speakers
Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Georgian roommates
Speaks to Georgian friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel

5

Total of groups

Total of speaking Georgian

Range of hours speaking Georgian

10

5

Midpoint

5

10

13

21

According to topics she can fully understand and discuss, Sonya's talking ability is only
slightly behind her understanding ability. Sonya strongly agrees that she can fully understand
when people speak in Georgian about objects in front of her. She agrees that she can fully
understand the topics of family, activities, life, stories, feelings, and work. She can understand
in some contexts the topics of events, politics, finances, and economics. Economics is a topic
that she feels she cannot understand. Her average ability to talk and understand topics is 3.45,
which is a rubric score of 4 in the topics criterion, highly engaged.
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Table 25. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile topics for Sonya
Topic
Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

5
4
4
4
3
4
4
2
3
3
3

5
4
4
4
4
3
3
1
3
3
3

Average of all topics
3.55
Average of talking and understanding:
Degree of engagement based on topics:

3.36
3.45
Highly engaged, 4

4.4.2 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 6. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
In the ICS scale, Sonya indicated a strong relationship with her language nurturer, circle
set six. Her relationship with coworkers/friends was circle set four. For people in her home,
Sonya selected circle set four. She described her relationship with the community at large as
partly overlapping, circle set three. These lay on the rubric scale as scores of 4 for nurturer, 3
for close relationships, and 2 for community at large. Overall, this shows a score of 3,
moderately engaged, for ICS.
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Table 26. Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale for Sonya
Group
Subgroup
Nurturer
Close relationships
Coworkers, friends 4
People in home 4
Community at large

Circle selection
6
4

Rubric score
4
3

3

2

Degree of engagement on ICS scale

Moderately engaged, 3.00

4.4.3 Mattering index
Sonya’s factor scores on the mattering index were 3.1 for awareness, 4.1 for importance,
and 3.5 for reliance. Her scores for each criterion on the rubric were moderately engaged for
awareness, highly engaged for importance, and highly engaged for reliance. Sonya’s degree of
engagement based on the mattering index is 3.67 out of 5, highly engaged.
Table 27. Engagement based on mattering index for Sonya
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

Factor score on scale
3.1
4.1
3.5

Degree of engagement based on mattering index

Rubric score
3
4
4

Highly engaged, 3.67

4.4.4 Interview
4.4.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
Sonya participates in her community through some close relationships. She expressed that
“the people who know me really well, I think it’s safe to say, that some of them have even
taken me almost like family.” She said she loved her first nurturer as they “fought through” the
struggle of not having a shared language when starting out in Phase One activities. Even while
Sonya had an extended stay in the US, her nurturer texted her to express how much she missed
Sonya. She enjoyed being in her nurturers’ homes, meeting their families and neighbors. Each
of the nurturers she has worked with, she considers a friend. Sonya mentioned friends four
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times during her interview. She indicated that each of her nurturers was a friend. Beyond those
women, she remarked that she had “local support from friends who would just take the time
with me.” She had strong relationships with individuals, and her interview indicated a
meaningful level of social support. Sonya scored a 4 in the criterion for trusted relationships
and social support, highly engaged.
4.4.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
Sonya’s descriptions of her understanding of the culture and the language indicate a level 3
engagement in “Languacultural competence and interaction.” Because Sonya spent time
watching people, she was able to “follow suit” in how people acted. She showed an
understanding of some cultural aspects of people’s interests as she explained that Georgians
“increasingly . . . aspire to owning their own cars.” She expressed a desire to “understand and
be understood” and shared examples of people calling or texting her to ask for prayer. Sonya
expressed a frustration in her ability to speak in a group setting where people “have the
stereotypical kind of Mediterranean communication style, talking over people, interrupting. . . .
As time went on, it became more difficult to be comfortable with being talked over. . . . It was
really painful sometimes, really hard.” She felt that it was partially a multi-party cultural
communication style that was hard to navigate but also that “there are all these prefixes and if
you use the wrong prefix, then you’re completely incomprehensible even though you got the
verb right.” She expressed with strong emotion her desire to say, “STOP! Wait! Let me get my
words out!” She realized she is “naturally inclined to be a little bit slower” as she determines
what she wants to say, but she explained that it is “exacerbated when you have people who
talk over you.” She said regarding her talking ability, “I always felt like there was a tension
because I kept feeling like, ‘I should be able to do more than I am capable of.’”
4.4.4.3 Community integration
Sonya developed a wider circle of acquaintances over time by meeting family and friends
of her nurturers. She explained that her participation changed as she “could do more with more
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people.” Sonya participates in the community in some host-like ways but occasionally refuses
to conform to local styles. “I like sneakers, tennis shoes and comfortable sturdy shoes. I’m not
going to put on stilettos and walk on uneven surfaces. And so when I first arrived, looking
around, it’s like, ‘No one is wearing Nikes!’” In another scenario, she described lending money
to someone even though “Georgians who borrow money from each other tend not to pay it
back,” but she felt confirmed in her decision to loan money to a host friend after receiving all
of the money back. In most situations, she explained, “I learned where to go to catch things. I
would watch people and kind of follow suit.” She shops at both local shops and convenience
stores and travels using public transportation. The growth that Sonya described indicates a
score of 3 for community integration, moderately engaged.
Table 28. Engagement based on interview for Sonya
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration

4
3
3

Degree of engagement based on interview

3.33, Moderately engaged

4.4.5 Conclusion
In summary, Sonya had a score of 3.17 out of 5 for an overall degree of social engagement,
moderately engaged. Her LCPscore was 3.33; IOS scale 3.00; mattering index 3.67; interview
scale 3.33. The close range of scores from each source affirm the accuracy of Sonya’s average
score. She shows signs of being moderately engaged in her community.
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Table 29. Degree of engagement results for Sonya
Scale

Criteria

Criteria score

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

2
4
4

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

3.33
Moderately
engaged
4
3
2

Degree of Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

3.00
Moderately
engaged

3
4
4

Degree of engagement based on mattering scale
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview

3.67
Highly engaged
4
3
3
3.33
Moderately
engaged

Total degree of social engagement

3.17
Mildly engaged
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4.5

Raisa
Raisa is an American, native English-speaking woman in the eighteen to twenty-five age

range. She has a bachelor’s degree and considers herself an extrovert. She lives in Dushanbe,
Tajikistan, where she has been studying the Tajik language for fifteen months. When
completing the questionnaire, she had been using the GPA for a year and was in Phase Four. At
the time of her interview, she had been in Phase Five for three months. She assesses herself at
ILR 3, Professional Working Proficiency.
Raisa spent her childhood in Albania, where she spoke Albanian and English. She learned
another language in high school in a traditional school setting. When she arrived in Tajikistan,
she began using the GPA, spending sixteen hours per week in special-growth participation
sessions. For an additional four hours weekly, she worked with a teacher from a local language
school. She has continued spending twenty hours a week in language sessions for the fifteen
months of being in the country.

4.5.1 Language Contact Profile
According to her LCP, Raisa speaks Tajik for a range of five to forty hours per week, with a
midpoint of 22.5 hours each week, minimally speaking English to host people. This range and
average establish her score of 4 in the time criterion, highly engaged.
The hours that Raisa recalls speaking overall with host people is similar to what she
recorded speaking with the subgroups. Raisa spends time speaking with her nurturer, friends,
service personnel, and strangers. She speaks with host people outside of language sessions for
six to eighteen hours a week, averaging twelve hours a week. The groups she speaks with and
the number of hours she speaks provides a score of 3 for the people criterion, moderately
engaged.
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Table 30. Language contact profile for Raisa
Low range of hours
per week

Speaks Tajik outside of language sessions
with non-native English speakers

5

High range of
hours per week
12

Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Tajik roommates
Speaks to Tajik friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel
Total of groups

2
0
2
2
0
0
6

4
0
4
4
1
5
18

Speaks Tajik to those fluent in Tajik
Speaks Tajiks to non-Tajiks
Total of speaking Tajik

16
4
29

20
6
40

Speaks Tajik for brief exchanges
Speaks Tajik for extended conversations with
roommates and friends

0
2

7
4

Speaks a language other than English or Tajik
Speaks English with those fluent in Turkish
Speaks English with non-native speakers of
Turkish

0
0
14

0
4
21

Range of hours speaking Tajik

5
Midpoint

40
22.5

Raisa’s reported ability to speak about various topics is equivalent to her ability to
understand. Raisa strongly agreed that she can fully understand conversation and talk
extensively about family, objects, and life stories, common topics for Phases One through
Three. She agreed that she can fully understand conversation and talk about events, activities,
and feelings, common topics for Phases Three and Four. Her degree of engagement for the
topics criterion in the LCP is 4, highly engaged.

87

Table 31. Language Contact Profile topics for Raisa
Topic

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

5
5
4
5
4
4
3
2
3
3
2

5
5
4
5
4
4
3
2
3
3
2

3.64

3.64

Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics
Average of all topics

Average of talking and understanding:

3.6

Raisa’s overall score for the LCP is 3.67, highly engaged. She is highly engaged in the time
and topics factor and moderately engaged for the people factor.
Table 32. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile for Raisa
Language Contact Profile criteria
Time
People
Topics
Degree of engagement based on LCP

Rubric score
4
3
4
3.67, Highly engaged

4.5.2 Inclusion of the Community in the Self scale

Figure 7. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
In the ICS scale, Raisa indicated circle set four for her relationship with her language
nurturer, moderately engaged. Her relationship with coworkers and friends was also circle set
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four. Raisa selected circle set three to describe her relationship with people in her home. The
average circle selection for close friends is 3.5, which is a rubric score of 2, mildly engaged.
She described her relationship with the community at large with circle set three, indicating
mild engagement. On the five-point rubric scale, Raisa scored 2.67 for her level of engagement,
moderately engaged.
Table 33. Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale for Raisa
Group
Subgroup
Nurturer
Close relationships
Coworkers, friends 4
People in home 3
Community at large

Circle selection
4
3.5

Rubric score
3
2

3

2

Degree of engagement on ICS scale

Moderately engaged, 2.67

4.5.3 Mattering index
On the mattering index, Raisa’s responses determined a 3.67 level of engagement, highly
engaged. She indicated a higher score for awareness and importance than for reliance. Raisa
scored 4.6 for awareness, 4.9 for importance, and 2.8 for reliance. On the rubric scale, this is
exceptionally engaged for awareness and importance, and moderately engaged for importance.
Table 34. Engagement based on mattering index for Raisa
Factor score on scale
Awareness
4.6
Importance
4.9
Reliance
2.8
Degree of engagement based on mattering index

Rubric score
5
5
3
Highly engaged, 3.67

4.5.4 Interview
4.5.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
Raisa has worked with two nurturers, one much older and one closer to her own age. As
Raisa talked about not having a shared language with her first nurturer, she laughingly
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explained, “It was an adventure. There was a lot of miming.” She spent a great deal of time
with her nurturer in daily activities, “As we went forward in phases, we started doing more life
things together, . . . getting out into the bazaar, going all over the place, and doing different
errands, different trips, things that were very relevant to her life, that I wouldn’t have
necessarily been doing by myself. Just regular things, going to the doctor . . . going to the
seamstress.” Raisa appreciated this opportunity to experience daily life with her nurturer,
“Getting to regular community life, especially specific to women and what they’re doing for
their families, was good.” Raisa “got to know all of her [nurturer’s] sisters.” This nurturer
began calling herself Raisa’s “Tajik mom” and took Raisa into groups that she had not
participated in before. Raisa expressed that spending so much time in her nurturer’s home
helped her develop a strong relationship.
The teacher that Raisa works with in the language school also spends some time with
Raisa, going to tea houses and having lunch together. But she has never been in this teacher’s
home. The relationship between Raisa and her teacher is more classroom-oriented, but they
still periodically spend time together outside of the school setting.
When Raisa began Phase Four, she realized that she needed Tajik friends her age. A
coworker introduced her to a twenty-five-year-old woman who became Raisa’s nurturer for
Phases Four and Five. Beyond just working on language together, they are also creating a
childbirth education class together. Raisa said, “We’ve become really good friends.” In addition
to Raisa learning Tajik, she is teaching her nurturer, who has a nursing degree, to become a
childbirth educator. She and her nurturer also spend a good deal of time talking about their
own lives. “I mean, she’s also just wanting to learn and stuff, so we’ll spend hours talking.
She’ll ask me questions and we’ll just go off. And then three hours later, we realize it’s time to
get back to what we were doing.” Raisa considers this a mutual relationship. Even though her
nurturer is guiding Raisa in the Tajik language and culture, Raisa explained, “I get to pour into
her a lot and . . . that’s really gratifying to me.”
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Raisa spoke highly of her Tajik nurturers and considered them both friends. She did not
mention other friends in the community but talked about her current nurturer as a very close
friend. Raisa stayed with a Tajik family during her first four months. Even though it was early
in her language learning process, she desired to be able to communicate with her host mom.
She enjoyed being able “to start contributing to the conversation.” She has a “mutual
relationship” with the Tajiks in her workplace where they care for each other in the work
setting. Based on these relationships, Raisa shows that she is exceptionally engaged for the
trusted relationships and social support criterion.
4.5.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
As her nurturer took her to different groups of people, Raisa found that she could
understand conversation well even in a “more difficult context.” Nonetheless, she said, “I think
there’s a lot of nuances, not just the language but also the culture that I’m still trying to get
into and trying to understand, just even the mentality behind how they’re using the language.”
Raisa is learning how to speak in general conversation with people and how to talk about
personal and technical topics as she is preparing a childbirth education program to teach in the
community. She and her current nurturer are designing this curriculum and presentation
together, “getting into how to practically use” the Tajik language. As she has learned Tajik, she
recognizes that locally, a great deal of Russian is incorporated in everyday language. That
understanding led her to state, “I’m going to have to learn a little bit of Russian to
accommodate my Tajik. I can’t keep it 100% pure Persian if I want to be really down to earth
in how we teach.” Through this process of working in Phase Five with her nurturer while also
creating a class together, she found that she is “getting into working with Tajik, not just
studying it but actually making it a part of work and regular life.” People in her community
know that she is a foreigner, but they express pleasure in her ability to speak Tajik well.
Raisa displays an interest in the Tajik people and a strong desire to be in relationships
with them. As she seeks to understand the people around her, she works to increase her
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competence. One way that she has displayed this is by creating a class for pregnant women.
She found that it was difficult to get into women’s homes and she saw a need for medical
education surrounding childbirth. She used her expertise, the help of a host person, and
motivation of developing relationships to create a childbirth education class. Developing her
career in Tajik indicates a high level of competence and interaction among the Tajik people.
Her degree of engagement for languacultural competence and interaction is level 5,
exceptionally engaged.
4.5.4.3 Community integration
Raisa describes the Tajik people realistically, describing them as “hospitable,” having some
“sadness and depression” due to their coming out of war, “hopeful,” and “very kind, very
warm.” She expresses a fondness for their love of parties, music, and poetry. Her nurturer
helped her develop relationships in her community by taking her to local shops and
introducing her to local people. “That was just my circle kind of widening as I got to know the
people she knew.” Her nurturer also took her into the neighborhood where Raisa lived and
made introductions for her. She found that people welcomed her and made her feel part of the
community, saying, “Being a single woman, people culturally really want you to kind of
become their daughter, and they look at you that way. . . . They just kind of wanted to adopt
me, which I appreciated. It was sweet.” Because Raisa grew up in Albania, she feels very
comfortable in a majority Muslim country, “So I don’t really feel that out of place. I think I look
more out of place than I feel.”
During her early language study, Raisa spent a lot of time with her nurturer “just listening
and paying attention to what she was saying and trying to remember it all. And then listening
to recordings.” But as she progressed in her understanding, Raisa found that she and her
nurturer began doing more in the community together. “I was able to understand more, getting
to the point where I was able to understand the people around me, because, for a long time, I
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understood her [the nurturer] far better than I understood any other Tajiks around me.” Her
desire to communicate with others she described as an “urgency,” a “relational drive.”
Raisa’s development of a childbirth education class is a sign of intentional and deep
community engagement. Not only has she grown personally, but she is investing in the
community in needs that they identify as significant. Her community integration score is 5,
exceptionally engaged.
Table 35. Engagement based on interview for Raisa
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration

5
5
5

Degree of engagement based on interview

5.00, Exceptionally engaged

4.5.5 Conclusion
Raisa had a strong score of 3.82 out of 5 for an overall degree of social engagement, highly
engaged. Her LCP score was 3.67; IOS scale 2.33; mattering index 4.33; and interview 5.00.
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Table 36. Overall degree of engagement for Raisa
Scale

Criteria

Criteria score

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

4
3
4

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

3.67
Highly engaged
3
2
2

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

2.33
Mildly engaged

5
5
3

Degree of engagement based on mattering index
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview

4.33
Exceptionally
engaged
5
5
5
5.00
Exceptionally
engaged

Total degree of social engagement

3.83
Highly engaged

4.6 Emily
Emily is an American, English-speaking woman in the twenty-six to thirty-five age range,
who holds a bachelor’s degree. She considers herself an introvert. Emily is learning Urdu in
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Lahore, Pakistan. She is currently in Phase Five of the GPA and assesses her ability as ILR 3,
Professional Working Proficiency.
Emily spent her first ten months in Pakistan doing special growth participation sessions for
twenty hours per week and was able to get to the beginning of Phase Four. When she moved to
a new home and began working, she continued in language sessions for four to six hours each
week. Since moving to her new location five years ago, she has been working through the
thousand hours of Phases Four and Five. Emily works in a school system whose students and
teachers are all Pakistani.

4.6.1 Language Contact Profile
According to her LCP, Emily speaks Urdu for a range of three to seventeen hours per week,
where the midpoint is ten hours each week, rarely speaking English to host people. This range
and midpoint establish her score of 1 in the time criterion. Emily responded in her
questionnaire that she speaks as few as three hours per week only with friends. Her upper
range of hours includes more groups of host people with whom she speaks. Because she does
connect with other categories of people even though the hours are low, her engagement level is
2 for the people criterion, mildly engaged.
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Table 37. Language contact profile results for Emily
Low range of hours
per week

High range of
hours per week

0
0
3
0
0
0
3

1
0
6
1
5
4
17

Speaks Urdu to those fluent in Urdu
Speaks Urdu to non-Urdu speakers
Total of speaking Urdu

6
0
6

9
1
10

Speaks Urdu for brief exchanges
Speaks Urdu for extended conversations with
roommates and friends

0
2

5
3

Speaks a language other than English or Urdu
Speaks English with those fluent in Turkish
Speaks English with non-native speakers of
Turkish

0
0
14

0
4
21

3
Midpoint

17
10

Speaks Urdu outside of language sessions with
non-native English speakers
Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Urdu roommates
Speaks to Urdu friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel
Total of groups

Range of hours speaking Urdu

3

6

The topics that Emily can speak about are nearly identical to the topics she can
understand. Emily agrees that she can fully understand and talk about common conversation
topics, though her ability to talk about her feelings is less than her understanding ability. She
can understand and talk about other topics in some contexts. She disagreed that she could talk
about the topic of law. Her average talking and understanding ability of 3.5 out of 5 indicates a
highly engaged score of 4 in the topics criterion.
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Table 38. Language Contact Profile topics for Emily
Topic
Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
3
4
2
3
3
3

Average of all topics
3.64
Average of talking and understanding:

3.45
3.5

Degree of engagement based on topics:

Highly engaged, 4

Emily is exceptionally engaged based on the LCP as seen in Table 39.
Table 39. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile for Emily
Language Contact Profile criteria
Time
People
Topics
Degree of engagement based on LCP

Rubric score
4
2
4
3.67, Exceptionally engaged

4.6.2 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 8. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
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On the IOS scale, Emily selected circle set five for her relationship with her nurturer. She
selected circle set five for her relationship with her local coworkers and friends, and circle set
five for her relationship with the community at large. Her degree of engagement for each area
and overall is highly engaged.
Table 40. Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale for Emily
Group
Nurturer
Close relationships

Subgroup
Coworkers, friends 5
People in home 5

Circle selection
5
5

Community at large
5
Degree of engagement on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Rubric score
4
4
4
Exceptionally engaged,
4.00

4.6.3 Mattering index
On the mattering index, Emily scored a 4 on the awareness portion, establishing 4 as her
degree of engagement. Her score of 4.5 out of 5 on the importance portion indicates a 5 for
social engagement. 3.7 on the reliance portion scores 4 for degree of engagement. Her total
mattering index rubric score is 4, highly engaged. She feels like a significant part of the host
community, especially that she feels important to host people.
Table 41. Engagement based on mattering index for Emily
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

Factor score on scale
4.0
4.5
3.7

Degree of engagement based on mattering index

Rubric score
4
5
4

Exceptionally engaged, 4.33

4.6.4 Interview
4.6.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
In her interview, Emily described her relationship with her nurturers and friends in a way
that indicates supportive and rewarding relationships. “I feel like relationships with nurturers
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are the deepest relationships you get, especially initially.” She found that because the specialgrowth participation sessions were “story-driven and conversation-driven,” they naturally led
to deep discussions about life. In addition, the time spent with her nurturers led to a strong
relationship. “You know, there aren’t a lot of other people in your life where you are scheduled
to talk with them for four to six hours a week.”
Emily spoke about good relationships among her coworkers, but she does not have
significant relationships in her neighborhood since men are the only ones who spend time
outside of the home in her neighborhood and the culture opposes mixed-gender relationships
apart from family. However, Emily talked about several strong friendships and the
conversations she has with friends, “I definitely have relationships now that are completely in
Urdu, and we talk about deep things and feelings.” Emily’s interview revealed that she has
trusted relationships, but she did not express much social support. Her social engagement
ranking for trusted relationships and social support is 4, highly engaged.
4.6.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
Emily is able to understand and talk about a variety of topics, especially with her close
friends as she has conversations “about life and marriage.” She expressed that she was able “to
start right off with relationships without people switching into English for me” when she
moved to her new home at the beginning of Phase Four. Emily desires to understand Urdu and
the Pakistani culture. She enjoyed Phase Four interviews where she could ask people questions
beyond a typical conversation. When describing questions that her nurturer had her ask
coworkers, she explained, “That was fun. I got to interact with some of my colleagues at work
on topics that don’t really come up at a school setting.” Regarding the time she spends talking
with friends, Emily stated “I don’t have to stop and have them explain to me very often what
they mean.” When she is in a group, she can be a part of the group, but she admitted that her
comprehension of the conversation in a group setting is more difficult than one-on-one. Her
cultural understanding was displayed as she described how she should act as an employer, a
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supervisor at work, and as a neighbor. Emily did not share specific stories of other ways she
understands the cultural norms and perspectives. She is able to discuss meaningful topics with
her friends, such as marriage. She admitted that she experiences some situations where she is
limited in her understanding, but she works diligently to work through those. Her relationships
with her employees are enhanced when she can respond appropriately. “People are relying on
you to respond culturally instead of respond strangely like a foreigner” [sic]. Emily shows very
strong languacultural competence and interaction, a 5 on the rubric, exceptionally engaged.
4.6.4.3 Community integration
Emily recognized that her community integration is dependent on her language ability.
“The relationships that have gotten deeper have depended on the language being there.” She
participates in her community through working at a local school. “I work at a school system. So
sometimes I work at one of their schools, working with teachers. And then other times I’m in
their office doing grant applications and stuff like that. . . . All the teachers and students are
Pakistani.” She spends extensive time in host activities–work and school–with host people. She
mentioned participating in group settings with host people in her interview. In one example,
she explained, “We took a trip, all locals and myself, and so the whole thing was in the local
language. . . I felt really privileged to be part of it.” Her participation in the community
involves work and religious activities. She did not mention recreational activities in her
interview.
Emily communicated how her community sees her, “To some extent, I’m seen as someone
who’s trustworthy and, I think, viewed as respectable. . . . I mean, some people see me as a
friend. . . . My identity as a teacher is a good one.” With her friends, she has become someone
whom others depend on. ”They rely on me emotionally to be someone they can talk to or that
will genuinely pray for them.” She heard through statements from others that people have said
she is a good person. These statements show that she is a respected participant in the
community, engaging with the community at the level she is able, even though there are some
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situations where she still feels limited. Overall, Emily shows a great deal of growth as a
member of her community. She did not express her opinion of the Pakistani people, but she
does have meaningful relationships. Her engagement score for the community integration
criterion is 5, exceptionally engaged.
Emily’s interview displayed that she has high engagement in trusted relationships and
social support and high engagement in her languacultural skills and community integration.
Table 39 shows Emily’s engagement based on the interview.
Table 42. Engagement based on interview for Emily
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration

Degree of engagement based on interview

4
5
5

4.67, Exceptionally engaged

4.6.5 Conclusion
Though some of Emily’s engagement scores are low, such as the time and people criteria,
considering all the criteria together, she shows that she is highly engaged, a degree score of
3.75. Her LCP score is 2.00, mildly engaged. Her ICS score is 4.00, highly engaged. Emily’s IOS
scale connection with her nurturer and friends suggests that she may not feel as strong of a
connection as she expressed in her interview. Her mattering index engagement is 4.33,
exceptionally engaged. The engagement level for her interview is 4.67, exceptionally engaged.
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Table 43. Degree of overall engagement for Emily
Scale

Criteria

Criteria score

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

1
2
3

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

2.00
Mildly engaged
4
4
4

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

4.00
Highly engaged

4
5
4

Degree of engagement based on mattering index
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview

4.33
Exceptionally
engaged
4
5
5
4.67
Exceptionally
engaged

Total degree of social engagement

4.7

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

3.75
Highly engaged

Kylie
Kylie, an American woman between the ages of thirty-six and forty-five, is a native-English

speaker who holds a master’s degree. She considers herself to have a mix of introversion and
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extroversion. She is studying Hebrew in Israel. For two and a half years she lived in Jerusalem
and then moved to the city of Netanya, where she has lived for two and a half years. Prior to
living in Israel, she worked in Ethiopia for seven years, where she studied Afar. In Israel, the
focus of her work is with the Ethiopian Jewish community.
Kylie is in Phase Five of the GPA and considers herself to be ILR 2, Limited Working
Proficiency. She attended a national language school for her first six months in Israel and then
began using the GPA, which she had used in Ethiopia. She began in Phase Two of the approach
and continued full time, twenty to twenty-five hours a week, into Phase Five over the next year
and a half. She has periodically done up to six hours of special growth participation sessions a
week for the past three years.

4.7.1 Language Contact Profile
According to her LCP, Kylie speaks Hebrew for a range of ten to thirty-four hours per
week, with a midpoint of twenty-two hours each week. She speaks English to Hebrew-speaking
people for fourteen to twenty-one hours per week, with a midpoint of 17.5 hours per week.
This range and average of using Hebrew suggest a score of 4 in the time criterion, but because
she speaks English extensively with host people, her actual score is a 4 on the rubric. Kylie
spends most of her time speaking with her roommate and friends. She speaks with host people
outside of language sessions for at least ten hours a week, scoring 3 in the people criterion. The
results of Kyle’s LCP are as follows:
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Table 44. Language contact profile results for Kylie
Low range of hours per
week

High range of hours
per week

0
7
3
0
0
0
10

0
14
6
2
7
5
34

Speaks Hebrew to those fluent in Hebrew
Speaks Hebrews to non-Hebrews
Total of speaking Hebrew

10
1
11

16
4
20

Speaks Hebrew for brief exchanges
Speaks Hebrew for extended conversations
with roommates and friends

0
3

7
6

Speaks a language other than English or
Hebrew
Speaks English with those fluent in Hebrew
Speaks English with non-native speakers of
Hebrew

7

14

14
0

21
7

10
Midpoint

34
22

Speaks Hebrew outside of language sessions
with non-native English speakers

14

Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Hebrew roommates
Speaks to Hebrew friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel
Total of groups

Range of hours speaking Hebrew

21

The reported topics that the participant can speak about are comparable to the topics she
can understand. Kylie agreed that she can fully understand when host people talk about objects
in front of her, family, and life stories, common topics of conversation for Phases One and Two.
She may have focused more on being able to speak about those topics than to understand them.
She scored a 3 in the topics criterion, moderately engaged.
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Table 45. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile topics for Kylie
Topic

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

4
4
3
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
3
4
3
2
3
3
3

Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics

Average of all topics
3.27
Average of talking and understanding:
Degree of engagement based on topics:

3.36
3.32
Moderately engaged, 3

Kylie is moderately engaged based on the LCP. The time, people, and topics criteria all indicate
that she is moderately engaged as shown in Table 43.
Table 46. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile for Kylie
Language Contact Profile criteria
Time
People
Topics

Degree of engagement based on LCP

Rubric score
3
3
3

3.00, Moderately engaged

4.7.2 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 9. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
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In the ICS scale, Kylie indicated a minimally overlapping relationship with her language
nurturer, circle set two, mildly engaged. For her relationship with coworkers/friends, Kylie
chose two circle sets, three and four, averaging 3.5. She selected circle set five for people in her
home. The average of close relationships is 3, moderately engaged. She described her
relationship with the community at large as circle set six, mildly engaged. These connections
indicate a mildly-engaged sense of connection for Kylie.
Table 47. Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale for Kylie
Group
Subgroup
Nurturer
Close relationships
Coworkers, friends 3.5
People in home
5
Community at large

Circle selection
2
4.25

Rubric score
1
3

3

2

Degree of engagement on ICS scale

Mildly engaged, 2

4.7.3 Mattering index
Kylie indicated a mattering score of 3.67 out of 5, where her sense of importance in the
community is slightly higher than the community’s awareness and reliance on her. Table 45
displays Kylie’s scores to determine that she is highly engaged based on the mattering index.
Table 48. Engagement based on mattering index for Kylie
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

Factor score on scale
3.4
3.7
3.5

Degree of engagement based on mattering index

Rubric score
3
4
4

Highly engaged, 3.67

4.7.4 Interview
4.7.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
Kylie has made strong relationships in the Hebrew-speaking community of Netanya, Israel.
She has a Hebrew-speaking roommate, whom she considers a friend. She is part of a local
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religious community where she participates in prayer groups and Bible studies and leads music
for church congregations. A Jewish-American family living in Israel helped her initially to get
connected in the community. Her goal is to work with the Ethiopian Hebrew-speaking
community, so she worked with an Ethiopian nurturer three to four years ago. “I was in this
Ethiopian immigrant’s home for a year and a half every morning. . . . Communally it was so
rich.” She also finds that people in the community enjoy helping her. “I’m one of the needy
ones. I have a lot more people asking me if they can help me” compared to helping others.
Kylie scored 4 for this criterion of the interview, highly engaged, since much of the support she
referred to came early on in her time in Israel instead of being current.
4.7.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
Kylie has worked hard to understand the language and people around her. She explained, “I
was there to catch stories and catch songs and to get into local life as much as I could.” She
chose to wait until she could speak in Hebrew before she shared anything publicly in her
religious community, explaining, “It really disciplined me really well so that I would learn how
to listen to people’s stories.” She felt that she had to go against the expectations for expatriates
as she separated herself from the English-speaking group in the local religious community. “I
think I’ve really had to push against the norm that’s so easy. It would be SO easy to just have
this peripheral life, but that’s not why I came. . . . I want to really understand the world around
here.” As she began speaking Hebrew, she realized that people appreciated her efforts. “It’s
endearing to be stupid and needy. And people do find the ‘stumblebum’ a refreshing change to
the arrogant foreigner.” When she moved to a new town, she found that she was able to
understand and speak well so that she was not “known as somebody people had to slow down
for.” As mentioned above, Kylie is part of a religious community where she participates and
even leads in various areas in Hebrew. Her home situation is also mostly in Hebrew with her
roommate. Kylie’s ability suggests that she is exceptionally engaged, score 5, in languacultural
competence and interaction.
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4.7.4.3 Community integration
Kylie is known as a spiritual person within her community and has a leadership role within
her religious congregation. She finds that she has grown in her ability so that she is able to be
in fully Hebrew situations, which she calls “rooms.” She is able to be “the bumbling idiot in
this other room and that’s worth something. . . . It’s not about my ability to sound good; it’s
about my ability to kind of be in this different room.” She enjoys being able to share her life
with those in her community. She has become part of a local religious community but did not
indicate her participation in the community in other ways. She has mentored young women in
their religious experience and helped some neighbor children with homework. Kylie did not
share her perspective on the Hebrew-speaking community, but she did not indicate any
negative views. Kylie’s interview shows considerable growth in her community and a high level
of competence, a 5 in the integration criterion, exceptionally engaged.
In summary, Kylie is exceptionally engaged in her host community based on her interview.
She is highly engaged in relationships and support and exceptionally engaged in her
languacultural ability and community integration.
Table 49. Engagement based on interview for Kylie
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration

Degree of engagement based on interview

4
5
5

4.67, Exceptionally engaged

4.7.5 Conclusion
Kylie is engaging well in her home life with her roommate and with her religious
community. She mentioned that her focus is engagement in the Ethiopian community in Israel,
so learning Hebrew is the first step in that process. Her engagement with the Hebrew
community is good but it appears to be secondary to the connection she hopes to have in the
Ethiopian community.
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Kylie is moderately engaged in the Hebrew community based on the amount of time she
participates, the people she converses with, and the topics she understands and discusses. She
considers her relationship with the community as mildly engaged. Her sense of mattering
indicates high engagement in her community. Her social connectedness, as seen in her
interview, indicates that she is exceptionally engaged. Overall, Kylie is moderately engaged
with her Hebrew-speaking community.
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Table 50. Degree of overall engagement for Kylie
Scale

Criteria
score

Criteria

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

3
3
3

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

3.00
Moderately engaged
1
3
2

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self
scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

2
Mildly engaged

3
4
4

Degree of engagement based on mattering index
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration

3.67
Highly engaged
4
5
5

Degree of engagement based on interview

4.67
Exceptionally engaged

Total degree of social engagement

3.42
Moderately engaged

4.8

Margaret

Margaret is an English-speaking woman from the United Kingdom in the fifty-six to sixtyfive year age range. She considers herself both introverted and extroverted. Margaret is
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learning Maba in Northeast Chad. She has been involved with the Maba language for two and a
half years, only using the GPA. She is in Phase Three and considers herself to be ILR 2, Limited
Working Proficiency.
Margaret learned French and Arabic before working with the Maba, or Ouaddaï, people.
She now lives in a small town of about ten thousand people, where Arabic, French, Maba, and
other local languages are spoken. When she began learning Maba, she worked with a nurturer
in special growth participation sessions for twelve to sixteen hours a week. She stopped doing
special growth participation sessions when she was in Phase Three of the GPA and has not
continued any focused language study.

4.8.1 Language Contact Profile
According to her LCP, Margaret speaks Maba for a range of eight to twenty-six hours per
week, with a midpoint of seventeen hours each week, never speaking English to host people.
Because the national languages are Arabic and French, most people speak Arabic in addition to
a tribal language like Maba. Because of this, Margaret speaks Arabic and French more than she
speaks Maba. Even though she may speak Arabic or French with Maba people, this is expected
for this multi-lingual area. Her range of hours in Maba establishes her score of 3 in the time
criterion, moderately engaged. As described in the introduction to these findings, the hours
that participants recall speaking overall with host people is less than what they believe they
speak with individuals. Margaret’s description of hours matches this discovery. The results
show that Margaret spends most of her time in Maba speaking with friends. She speaks with
host people outside of language sessions for at least fourteen hours a week with her nurturer
and friends, scoring 3 in the people criterion.

111

Table 51. Language contact profile results for Margaret

Speaks Maba outside of language sessions with
non-native English speakers
Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Maba roommates
Speaks to Maba friends
Speaks to fellow language
learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel
Total of groups

Low range of hours
per week
8

High range of hours
per week
12

3
0
8
0

6
0
12
0

3
0
14

6
2
26

Speaks Maba to those fluent in Maba
Speaks Maba to non-Maba speakers
Total of speaking Maba

8
0
8

12
0
12

Speaks Maba for brief exchanges
Speaks Maba for extended conversations with
roommates and friends

0
3

6
6

Speaks a language other than English or Maba

35

Speaks English with those fluent in Maba
Speaks English with non-native speakers of
Maba

0
0

over 5 hours/day, 7
days/week

Range of hours speaking Maba

8
Midpoint

0
0

26
17

In most topics, Margaret’s speaking ability is greater than her understanding, indicating a
possible focus on speaking above understanding. Margaret agreed that she can fully understand
when host people talk about most topics of conversation. She agreed that she can fully
understand the topics common to Phases One and Two. The average of her ability to talk about
and understand various topics is 2.8, for a rubric score of 3, moderately engaged.
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Table 52. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile topics for Margaret
Topic

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

4
3
4
4
3
3
1
1
1
3
1

4
4
4
4
4
4
3
1
1
3
1

Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics

Average of all topics
2.55
Average of talking and understanding:
Degree of engagement based on topics:

3.00
2.8
Moderately engaged, 3

Table 50 displays Margaret’s engagement based on the LCP. She is moderately engaged for
all criteria: time, people, and topics. Her overall degree of engagement is moderately engaged.
Table 53. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile for Margaret
Language Contact Profile Criteria
Time
People
Topics
Degree of engagement based on LCP

Rubric score
3
3
3
3.00, Moderately engaged

4.8.2 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 10. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
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In the ICS scale, Margaret indicated that she has a close relationship with her language
nurturer, circle set six. Her relationship with coworkers and friends was even stronger, circle
set seven. For people in her home, Margaret selected circle set six. She described her
relationship with the community at large as circle set five. These connections indicate high
engagement. On the five-point rubric scale, Margaret scored a 4 for nurturer, highly engaged; 4
for close relationships; and 4 for community at large, indicating a degree of engagement on this
scale of 4.00, highly engaged.
Table 54. Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale for Margaret
Group
Subgroup
Nurturer
Close relationships
Coworkers, friends
People in home
Community at large

7
5

Circle selection
6
6

Rubric score
4
4

5

4

Degree of engagement on ICS scale

Highly engaged, 4.00

4.8.3 Mattering index
Margaret scored a 4 out of 5 overall on the mattering index, highly engaged. She had a 4.4
score for awareness, 4.1 for importance, and 3.3 for reliance. On the rubric scale, this is highly
engaged for awareness, highly engaged for importance, and moderately engaged for reliance.
Table 55. Engagement based on mattering index for Margaret
Factor score on scale
Awareness
4.4
Importance
4.1
Reliance
3.3
Degree of engagement based on mattering index

Rubric score
5
4
3
Highly engaged, 4.00

4.8.4 Interview
4.8.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
Margaret showed signs of having a great deal of social support from friends. “I have friends
in the community. I spend time with them. We sit around and chat. I fall asleep on their mat,
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eat with them and talk with them, sometimes go to their fields, give them lifts to the hospital
and things like that.” She did not mention any specific relationships that she had, though. She
provides help to her community through medical help and oral translation work. Through her
interview, I inferred that her community depends on her more than she depends on her
community. She spends a good amount of time with people, though not in deep, meaningful
relationships. In the area of trusted relationships and social support, Margaret is moderately
engaged, rubric score 3.
4.8.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
Margaret interacts with Maba speakers in their local language, but because she knows
Arabic, much of her time with the community is in Arabic. She expressed difficulty in directing
her nurturers to give needed correction and she feels that has limited her growth. She also
found that once she reached Phase Three, she found a need to be out in the community more
than focusing on language sessions. She has found that speaking Maba has helped her develop
relationships in her community. “People like to hear people speaking Maba and people greet
me in the street because I speak Maba. And in that sense, you know, the language speaking
helps me obviously interact.” She recognized that her speaking ability is “not as good as it
might be” but that she engages with people culturally. Her clothing is like host people as she
wears a local head covering and dresses as other women her age do. She admits that she “still
[has] difficulty hearing when they’re speaking fast amongst themselves.” Though Margaret
understands the culture through her time of being in Chad, regarding Maba in particular,
Margaret scores a 2 in the languacultural competence and interaction criterion, mildly
engaged.
4.8.4.3 Community integration
Margaret’s extended experience in Africa prior to working in Chad helps her to feel a part
of the community. She feels integrated into the community as Maba people accept her, even as
a Christian in a Muslim area. “I think I’m part of the community but slightly strange.” She
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realizes that even though she feels accepted, others may see her differently. As Margaret
explained, “You don’t realize how outside you are until you find out something you haven’t
been told because you’re an outsider.” She has shown some growth in her integration as now
she is able to have conversations in Maba and not just Arabic.
Margaret stopped having language sessions when she was in the middle of Phase Three. She
felt that she was already engaged in the community and wasn’t sure that the Maba people
would be able to do activities in the remainder of Phases Three and Four. She explained that
the GPA might work better with another people group in getting them to talk about deep
things:
People here are quite simple. You know, their interests are
simple. They don’t think about politics and things like that.
Telling their life story, they would give a very, very simple
version of their life story. Nothing happens in their story, and
nothing will ever happen is partly their outlook on life. . . . What
they feel, they’re not in the habit of analyzing their feelings. So
then to get details about them, it’s quite hard. That may be partly
relationship level; I don’t know.
Because she had other things to keep her connected in the community, her medical care and
oral translation work, she decided not to continue with language sessions. Margaret stated, “I
keep on visiting and sort of talking a mixture of Maba and other things.” This engagement
indicates a rubric score of 2, mildly engaged, for the community engagement, specifically in
Maba.
Table 56. Engagement based on interview for Margaret
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration

Degree of engagement based on interview
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3
2
2

2.33, Mildly engaged

4.8.5 Conclusion
Margaret is certainly participating in the life of the Ouaddai/Maba people. Her
engagement, though, is mostly through Arabic and French. She appears to have a somewhat
peripheral connection in the community, where she feels only moderately connected to the
daily life and work of the people around her. Her limited understanding of the later stages of
the GPA have kept her from knowing how to develop these deep relationships through using
the approach. Her overall degree of engagement is moderately engaged.
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Table 57. Degree of engagement for Margaret
Scale

Criteria
score

Criteria

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

3
3
3

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

3.00
Moderately engaged
4
4
4

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self
scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

4.00
Highly engaged

5
4
3

Degree of engagement based on mattering index
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview

4.00
Highly engaged
3
2
2
2.33
Mildly engaged

Total Degree of social engagement

3.33
Moderately engaged

4.9 Nadira
Nadira is a US citizen, whose native language is English. She is in the thirty-six to fortyfive age range and holds a master’s degree. She considers herself an introvert. Nadira is
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studying Arabic in Oman, where she has lived for nine years. Prior to living in Oman, she
studied classical Arabic in Yemen for six months through a language school with a traditional
language learning method. As she described, “They taught me to read and write my first day; I
cried a lot my first few weeks.”
After her eight months in Yemen, she moved to Oman and requested a nurturer who would
use the GPA from the same language cente. They provided a Yemeni nurturer, so Nadira began
Phase Two online sessions. She has spent about ten hours per week with a nurturer, fluctuating
over the nine years to as many as sixteen hours and as few as two hours a week. Currently, she
is in Phase Five of the GPA. She rates herself as ILR 3, Professional Working Proficiency.

4.9.1 Language Contact Profile
Nadira speaks Arabic for a range of three to twenty-one hours per week with a midpoint of
twelve hours each week, rarely speaking English to host people. This range and average
establish her score of 2 in the time criterion. She spends most of her time speaking with
friends. She speaks Arabic with host people outside of language sessions for at least five hours a
week, scoring 1 in the people criterion. The results of Nadira’s Language Contact Profile are as
follows:
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Table 58. Language contact profile results for Nadira

Speaks Arabic outside of language sessions
with non-native English speakers
Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Arabic roommates
Speaks to Arabic friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel
Total of groups

Low range of hours
per week
6

High range of
hours per week
12

0
0
5
0
0
0
5

1
0
17
0
1
2
21

Speaks Arabic to those fluent in Arabic
Speaks Arabic to non-native speakers of Arabic
Total of speaking Arabic

3
0
3

12
2
14

Speaks Arabic for brief exchanges
Speaks Arabic for extended conversations with
roommates and friends

0
0

3
0

Speaks a language other than English or Arabic
Speaks English with those fluent in Arabic
Speaks English with non-native speakers of
Arabic

0
0
0

0
2
3

3
Midpoint

21
12

Range of hours speaking Arabic

The reported topics that the participant can speak about are greater than the topics she can
understand. Nadira can speak very well about common topics of conversation: objects, family,
activities, life stories, and work. And able to speak well about events, feelings, and politics. Her
understanding is more limited. She can understand well when people talk about objects, family,
activities, life stories, and feelings. All other topics she can understand only in some contexts.
This difference in understanding is notable. Nadira’s rubric score for the topics criterion is 4,
highly engaged. Table 56 displays her level of understanding and talking ability.
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Table 59. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile topics for Nadira
Topic

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

4
4
4
4
3
4
3
3
3
3
3

5
5
5
5
4
4
5
3
4
3
3

Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics

Average of all topics
3.45
Average of talking and understanding:

4.18
3.8

Degree of engagement based on topics:

Highly engaged, 4

Based on the LCP, Nadira is mildly engaged in her community, considering her time, groups
of people, and topics of understanding and speaking. She is disengaged in the people criterion,
mildly engaged for time, and highly engaged for topics.
Table 60. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile for Nadira
Language Contact Profile Criteria
Time
People
Topics

Degree of engagement based on LCP

Rubric score
2
1
4

2.3, Exceptionally engaged

4.9.2 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 11. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
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In the ICS scale, Nadira indicated a strongly overlapping relationship with her nurturer,
circle set six, highly engaged. Her relationship with coworkers and friends was less
overlapping, circle set five. Nadira selected circle set four for people in her home. The
combined selections for close relationships is 4.5, which establishes a rubric score of 4, highly
engaged. Nadira described her relationship with the community at large as circle set five,
highly engaged. Her Inclusion of Community in the Self scale score is 4, highly engaged.
Table 61. Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self scale for Nadira
Group
Subgroup
Nurturer
Close relationships
Coworkers, friends
People in home
Community at large

5
4

Circle selection
6
4.5

Rubric score
4
4

5

4

Degree of engagement on ICS scale

4.00, Highly engaged

4.9.3 Mattering index
On the mattering index, Nadira scored 4 for awareness, 3.8 for importance, and 4 for
reliance. These scores demonstrate that she feels important to her Russian community, people
are highly aware of her, and they have a high reliance on her. On the rubric scale, these scores
are all 4, showing high engagement based on the mattering index.
Table 62. Engagement based on mattering index for Nadira
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

Factor score on scale
4
3.8
4

Degree of engagement based on mattering index

Rubric score
4
4
4

4.00, Highly engaged

4.9.4 Interview
4.9.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
Nadira explained during her interview that she has close relationships with her nurturers
and her friends. “I have friends that will eat with me and let me eat with the kids, all over the
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mat, and that’s not something they do even for their other Omani guests.” She also considers
her relationships with nurturers to be deep. She recognized that she would have met these
women even if she hadn’t been seeking a nurturer, but she said, “Our relationship went far
deeper because they became my nurturers.” Her friends can confide in her about marriage and
communication issues. Nadira described meaningful friendships and social support from
Omanis who “come alongside and help” her. She has received personal insight into Islam and
the culture through her nurturer. These interactions show that she is exceptionally engaged in
trusted relationships and social support, rubric score 5.
4.9.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
Nadira shows a strong understanding of the culture and language in Oman. She can
understand host-to-host speech when she is in a group of women. She understands and talks
about deeply personal issues that her married friends are going through. “I'm very comfortable
going anywhere, hanging out with any group of people.” Even though she recognized that her
Arabic is not perfect, she said, “I do know the whole idea of allowing yourself to be imperfect
has helped me. . . . Because I do speak imperfectly, people do come alongside and help. . . . It’s
endearing to them in a sense to see somebody who’s not perfect. And so, I do think that’s
helped deepen my relationships.” She expressed that she is still seen as a foreigner but is able
to participate. “I cover and I wear an abaya, but it’s still clear that I’m a foreigner in the way I
walk, the shoes I wear. . . . But as soon as they realize that I speak Arabic, it’s like, ‘Oh! Oh,
you can participate in our lives with us. So then come in!” An Omani friend wrote a book and
Nadira realized, “I think she wants me to translate her book. . . . That would be really fun. I
was like, ‘I think I might be there in my language.’” Her strong languacultural competence and
interaction result in a rubric score of 5, exceptionally engaged.
4.9.4.3 Community integration
Nadira shows substantial growth in her understanding of Arabic and the Omani culture,
becoming a strong participant in the community. When she studied classical Arabic in Yemen
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for eight months, she spent time with some other Americans who were using the GPA at the
language center. “It was funny ‘cause we would go places and I could read the menu and they
could tell me what the menu meant.” Because she wanted to communicate better, she began
using the GPA when she moved to Oman. She went from not being able to communicate at all
in the Omani community to the point where she can now engage in deep conversations. She
explained that when she is able to help her Omani friends by being able to listen and
encourage, she thinks, “Wow! I understand this! I’m so glad I can speak enough Arabic to be
able to have these kinds of conversations.”
When she tried in earlier phases to jump ahead in types of activities, she discovered that
she simply wasn’t ready in her ability to do those types of activities. Once she reached Phase
Five, she felt like everything was in her “growth zone” and that “everything was fair game”
Being an English teacher provides a social life for her to be a part of. She described Omanis
positively, saying, “The Omanis, I’ve found, really love to be needed and love to be helpful.” In
the area of community integration, Nadira is exceptionally engaged in her community.
In summary, Nadira is exceptionally engaged in all areas of the community. She has
meaningful relationships and social support. Her language ability allows her to participate fully
in the community in a wide variety of activities.
Table 63. Engagement based on interview for Nadira
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration

Degree of engagement based on interview

5
5
5

5, Exceptionally engaged

4.9.5 Conclusion
Nadira is highly engaged in her community with a score of 3.83 out of 5 for her overall
degree of community engagement. Her LCP score was 2.33, mildly engaged; IOS scale 4.00,
highly engaged; mattering index 4.00, highly engaged; interview scale 5.00 exceptionally
engaged.
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Table 64. Degree of overall engagement for Nadira
Scale

Criteria
Score

Criteria

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

2
1
4

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

2.33
Mildly engaged
4
4
4

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self
Scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

4.00
Highly engaged

4
4
4

Degree of engagement based on mattering index
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview

4.00
Highly engaged
5
5
5
5.00
Exceptionally engaged

Total degree of social engagement

3.83
Highly engaged
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4.10 Johanna
Johanna is from Trinidad and Tobago, living with the Wamei people in Conakry, Guinea.
Her first language is English. She is in the twenty-six to thirty-five age range and holds a
master’s degree. She considers herself both a bit introverted and extroverted. In Guinea, she
has been studying the Wamei language for eleven months. She is in Phase Three of the GPA
and rates herself as an ILR 2, Professional Working Proficiency. Wamei is the third language
she has studied using the GPA.
Johanna schedules five hours a day in special growth participation sessions with two
different nurturers, two hours in the morning and three hours in the afternoon. The amount of
time she spends in sessions depends on her nurturers’ availability. On days when they are not
available, she participates in cultural activities with them.

4.10.1

Language Contact Profile

According to her LCP, Johanna speaks Wamei for a range of seven to thirty hours per
week, with a midpoint of 18.5 hours each week, never speaking English to host people. This
range establishes her score of 3 in the time criterion. Johanna spends time speaking with her
nurturers and her roommates. She speaks Wamei with host people outside of language sessions
for twenty-two hours a week, scoring 4 in the people criterion. The results of Johanna’s LCP are
as follows:
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Table 65. Language Contact Profile results for Johanna
Low range of hours
per week
14

High range of
hours per week
21

20
2
0
0
0
0
22

25
4
0
0
1
0
30

Speaks Wamei to those fluent in Wamei
Speaks Wamei to non-native speakers of Wamei
Total of speaking Wamei

7
0
7

14
0
14

Speaks Wamei for brief exchanges
Speaks Wamei for extended conversations with
roommates and friends

0
0

0
0

Speaks a language other than English or Wamei
Speaks English with those fluent in Wamei
Speaks English with non-native speakers of
Wamei

2
0
0

4
0
0

7
Midpoint

30
18.5

Speaks Wamei outside of language sessions
with non-native English speakers
Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Wamei roommates
Speaks to Wamei friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel
Total of groups

Range of hours speaking Wamei

The reported number of topics that the participant can understand is greater than the
topics she can discuss. Johanna agreed that she can understand when host people talk about
objects in front of her. In some contexts, Johanna indicated that she can understand other
common topics. She felt that in some contexts she could talk about objects in front of her. She
disagreed that she could extensively talk about any other topics. Her degree of engagement
based on topics of understanding and speaking is 2, mildly engaged.
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Table 66. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile topics for Johanna
Topic
Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

4
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
3
2

3
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
2
1

Average of all topics
2.82
Average of talking and understanding:

1.82
2.3

Degree of engagement based on topics:

Mildly engaged, 2

Johanna is moderately engaged based on the time she spends using Wamei. The groups of
people she interacts with indicate a high engagement. The topics she can discuss indicate that
she is mildly engaged. The results of the LCP for Johanna indicate that she is moderately
engaged.
Table 67. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile for Johanna
Language Contact Profile criteria
Time
People
Topics

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
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Rubric score
3
4
2

3.00, Moderately engaged

4.10.2

Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 12. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
In the Inclusion of Community in Self Scale, Johanna indicated a slightly overlapping
relationship with her nurturer, circle set two. Her relationship with coworkers and friends was
an evenly-overlapping relationship, circle set four. For people in her home, Johanna selected
circle set one. She described her relationship with the community at large as disconnected,
circle set one. Combining coworkers, friends, and people in the home, Johanna’s close
relationships averaged 2.5. On the five-point rubric scale, Johanna scored a 2 for nurturer,
mildly engaged; 2 for close relationships, mildly engaged; and 1 for community at large,
disconnected. These scores indicate a degree of engagement on the ICS of 1.67, mildly engaged.
Table 68. Engagement based on Inclusion for Johanna
Group
Subgroup
Nurturer
Close relationships
Coworkers, friends
People in home
Community at large

4
1

Degree of engagement on ICS scale

4.10.3

Circle selection
2
2.5

Rubric score
1
2

1

1

1.33, Mildly engaged

Mattering index

On the mattering index, Johanna had a 3.9 score for awareness, 3.1 for importance, and
2.5 for reliance, which demonstrates that she feels that the Wamei people are highly aware of
her, but she feels only mildly important to them and not relied on. On the rubric scale, this is 4
for awareness, highly engaged. She is moderately engaged in the area of importance, and
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mildly engaged for reliance. Her degree of engagement based on the mattering index is 3,
moderately engaged.
Table 69. Engagement based on mattering index for Johanna
Factor score on scale
3.9
3.1
2.5

Awareness
Importance
Reliance

Degree of engagement based on mattering index

4.10.4

Rubric score
4
3
2

3.00, Moderately engaged

Interview

4.10.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
Johanna works with two nurturers each day. Her female nurturer helps her with her
language learning but cannot help her engage in the community. “The culture here is a very
strict culture in that everything that they do is based upon groups, age groups, and that
dynamic plays a huge role in how you fit in today’s society and what activities you are able to
participate in. . . . And so, she cannot allow me to join certain groups because my age does not
align with the age of those people. So, it’s not a matter of her being willing but that’s just how
the culture functions.” She has attempted to find people in her own age group that she can
engage with, but it has been difficult. As she has tried to join in group activities, she has found
that they test her ability to see if she is able to participate. Johanna shared the example of
trying to join a group as they till the soil.
So, one of them would be using a hoe to till an entire field and
also to weed and to plow. And if you’ve never–which I have never
done that before–on the first go, they would ask you if you know
how to do it. And then you said you're willing to try. And then
they would see that your technique is obviously not correct. And
then they would just tell you to go sit down. And they will just do
the rest of it and that would be the end of that. And because they
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usually do those things in groups, and they see that you aren’t
able to complete the task, then there’s no point in them inviting
you to join the group because you would only be a hindrance
versus being able to completely participate. And so even though
you may understand the task and you may be able to explain it
linguistically, if you’re not practically able to fulfill that task, then
your participation is limited there.
This example shows that through no fault of her own, Johanna has not been able to
develop trusted relationships or social support. Johanna continues to try to engage despite the
challenges. “I’m still focused on genuinely building relationships with people regardless of the
limitations.” At this point, Johanna is disengaged in this area, rubric score 1.
4.10.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
Even though Johanna has not been able to engage as much socially as she would like,
she shows a substantial understanding of the language and culture. She recognizes with
acceptance the limitations her nurturer has in helping her get connected with people her own
age. Even though she is unable to do tasks, like tilling, that host groups engage in, her
understanding of the culture has pushed her to change the structure of her learning. “I now
would acknowledge that I am the spectator but allow [my nurturer] to do certain events and I
record them. . . . Then after she does specific daily tasks, then we would go back on a separate
day and watch those tasks together since I can’t participate in those things and then she would
discuss it with me. . . . That has helped in her being able to open up more and to share more
about different things.” In reference to her own talking ability Johanna explained, “Now I have
a high level of language where I can ask stuff and ask for explanations or give a basic input on
what I think about certain things.” But she admitted that in her previous language learning
experiences that her relationships and communication skills would have been more advanced
after eleven months of using the GPA.
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Johanna described the Wamei people as hard working but closed off and secretive. But for
her, this was not a negative description of the people. She saw that it was simply part of their
culture that she is attempting to understand. Even though she is unable to participate fully in
host activities, she continues to try by going to the market and watching the host group
activities. She is moderately engaged in her languacultural competence and interaction, rubric
score 3.
4.10.4.3 Community integration
Johanna described in her interview that she is now able to participate more in her
community than she had when she first arrived. “In the beginning phases, then there’s no way
for [Wamei people] to communicate with you what needs to be done for this activity or this
event. And so now being in the later part of Phase Three and Four, more people are willing to
have conversations or ask questions to see what my understanding is.” She continues to pursue
relationships with host people trying “to understand that eventually with time and
perseverance that they would become more open.” She explained that she is willing to learn
from the Wamei people and is “willing to adjust to their way of life and to meet them on their
level of where they are at” instead of remaining separated. Her growth and integration indicate
that she is mildly integrated with the community, rubric score 2.
Though, Johanna does not have trusted relationships and social support, she works
diligently to improve her languacultural skills and integration in the community. She is mildly
engaged based on her interview.
Table 70. Engagement based on interview for Johanna
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community Integration

Degree of engagement based on interview
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1
3
2

2, Mildly engaged

4.10.5

Conclusion

Johanna had an overall score of 2.42 out of 5 for her social engagement, mildly engaged.
Her LCP score was 3.00, moderately engaged; IOS scale 1.67, mildly engaged; mattering index
3.33, moderately engaged; and interview score 2.00, mildly engaged.
Table 71. Degree of overall engagement for Johanna
Scale

Criteria
score

Criteria

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

3
4
2

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

3.00
Moderately engaged
1
2
1

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self
Scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

1.33
Mildly engaged

4
3
2

Degree of Engagement based on mattering index
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration

3.00
Moderately engaged
1
3
2

Degree of engagement based on interview

2.00
Mildly engaged

Total degree of social engagement

2.42
Mildly engaged
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4.11 Liese
Liese is a woman between the ages of twenty-six and thirty-five who has dual citizenship in
Switzerland and Germany. She grew up in a bilingual home, speaking both German and SwissGerman and moved as an infant to Papua New Guinea where she later attended an American
international school. Liese has a master’s degree. She claims that she has both introverted and
extroverted traits.
Liese is studying Arabic in a refugee camp in South Sudan. At the time of her interview, she
was in Phase Two of the GPA and continuing in her language sessions in South Sudan. Over the
past year, she spent six months in the regugee camp in concentrated language study for about
two hours a day. When she was back in her home country, she continued listening to
recordings from her language sessions. She considers herself ILR 2, Limited Working
Proficiency.

4.11.1

Language Contact Profile

According to her LCP, Liese speaks Arabic for a range of twelve to forty-three hours per
week, with a midpoint of 27.5 hours each week, rarely speaking English to host people. This
range and average establish her degree of engagement based on time as exceptionally engaged,
5 in the time criterion. Liese spends a good amount of time speaking with her nurturer and
friends. She speaks Arabic with host people outside of language sessions for at least twelve
hours a week with her nurturer and friends, scoring 3 in the people criterion. The results of
Liese’s LCP are as follows:
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Table 72. Language Contact Profile results for Liese
Low range of hours
per week
12

High range of
hours per week
19

4
0
8
0
0
0
12

11
0
15
7
7
3
43

Speaks Arabic to those fluent in Arabic
Speaks Arabic to non-native speakers of Arabic
Total of speaking Arabic

14
0
14

21
1
22

Speaks Arabic for brief exchanges
Speaks Arabic for extended conversations with
roommates and friends

0
10

7
17

0
0

0
1

2

4

12
Midpoint

43
27.5

Speaks Arabic outside of language sessions
with non-native English speakers
Speaks to nurturer
Speaks to Arabic roommates
Speaks to Arabic friends
Speaks to fellow language learners
Speaks to strangers
Speaks to service personnel
Total of groups

Speaks a language other than German or Arabic
Speaks German or English with those fluent in
Arabic
Speaks German or English with non-native
speakers of Arabic
Range of hours speaking Arabic

Liese’s reported ability to understand various topics is slightly greater than her talking
ability. She agreed that she can fully understand and talk about objects in front of her. In some
contexts, she can understand the topics of family, events, politics, life stories, activities,
feelings, work, and finances. She is unable to understand when people talk about economics
and law. In some contexts, she is able to talk about family, events, life stories, and work. Liese
felt that is unable to talk extensively about politics, activities, feelings, finances, and law.
Nevertheless, she has developed her understanding ability well. Her average Likert scores for
talking and understanding are 2.68 out of 5, which shows that she is moderately engaged
(rubric score 3) in the topics criterion.
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Table 73. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile topics for Liese
Topic

Level of understanding ability

Level of talking ability

4

4

2.91

2.45

Objects in front of me
Family
Activities
Life stories
Events
Feelings
Work
Law
Politics
Finances
Economics

Average of all topics

3
3
3
3
3
3
2
3
3
2

3
2
3
3
2
3
2
2
2
1

Average of talking and understanding:

Degree of engagement based on topics:

2.68
Moderately engaged, 3

Liese is exceptionally engaged in the amount of time she spends using Arabic in her host
community. She is moderately engaged based on the groups of people and topics she uses in
discussion. Her degree of engagement from the LCP is highly engaged.
Table 74. Engagement based on Language Contact Profile for Liese
Language Contact Profile criteria
Time
People
Topics

Degree of engagement based on LCP

4.11.2

Rubric score
5
3
3

3.67, Highly engaged

Inclusion of Community in the Self scale

Figure 13. Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with rubric scores
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In the ICS scale, Liese chose circle set five for both her nurturer and coworkers/friends. For
people in her home, Liese also selected circle set five. She described her relationship with the
community at large as evenly overlapping, circle set four. Her rubric scores are 4 for nurturer,
highly engaged; 4 for close relationships, highly engaged; and 3, moderately engaged, for
community at large. These connections indicate a good relationship with her community where
she is highly engaged.
Table 75. Engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self for Liese
Group
Subgroup
Nurturer
Close relationships
Coworkers, friends
People in home
Community at large

5
4

Circle selection
5
4.5

Rubric score
4
4

4

3

Degree of engagement on ICS scale

4.11.3

3.67, Highly engaged

Mattering index

On the mattering index, Liese scored 4.4 score for awareness, 4.6 for importance, and 2.8
for reliance. These scores indicate that she feels important to her Sudanese community and
people are highly aware of and have a high reliance on her. On the rubric scale, this is 5 for
awareness and importance, exceptionally engaged, and 3 for reliance, moderately engaged.
Table 76. Engagement based on mattering index for Liese
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

Factor score on scale
4.4
4.6
2.8

Degree of engagement based on mattering index
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Rubric score
5
5
3

4.0, Highly engaged

4.11.4

Interview

4.11.4.1 Trusted relationships and social support
Liese mentioned a few relationships that she has within her community. “I have made
some good connections with people and there are a few relationships that have become quite
close.” She spends about two hours with her nurturer each day and leaves early from her home
so that she can visit neighbors along the way. Her neighbors expect this daily communication.
“So, if they don’t see me for a day or two, they expect that I’m sick and worry.” She spends
time with these friends and neighbors chatting, having tea or coffee, or doing a seasonal chore
with them. In addition to visiting with the people between her house and her nurturer’s lot, she
also attends a church at the camp at least once a month. She has found that some people work
hard to engage with her at her level, “special people that you meet along the way that are able
to just intuitively know how to talk to somebody that doesn't speak the language.” Her
connection in the community indicates a rubric score of 4 for trusted relationships and social
support.
4.11.4.2 Languacultural competence and interaction
Liese understands the culture as it is described to her and is still learning more about life
in the refugee camp. She admitted that language learning is slow, but she is beginning to learn
how to tell stories and how to use different grammatical structures. In group settings, she still
has a hard time following the conversation, but she is able to ask someone afterward about
what was said and done. One-on-one she can “tell them about my day and hear about theirs
and ask about things that we have talked about before or about things that I’ve observed.”
Liese shows that she is moderately engaged through her languacultural competence and
interaction, with a rubric score of 3.
4.11.4.3 Community integration
Liese showed growth in her community integration. “At the start, of course, I was not able
to really interact with anyone but as my language skills improved, I was able to have little
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conversations with people as I go.” When she first began working with her nurturer, she had a
difficult time picking up cues about when to begin the session and how to communicate what
she wanted the nurturer to do in the session. Now at the end of Phase Two, she can tell the
local children what she needs them to do to help get a session started, “sending one of the kids
to get [the nurturer], telling another to sweep the courtyard because I know she’s not going to
start the lesson until it is swept, and having another one get me water.” She expressed, “I can
pick up more information with less support and also communicate more information without
needing as much ability on the other person’s part to figure it out.” Her responses indicate a
level 3 engagement, moderately engaged.
Table 77. Engagement based on interview for Liese
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and interaction
Community integration

Degree of engagement based on interview

4.11.5

4
3
3

3.33, Moderately engaged

Conclusion

Liese had a score of 3.75 out of 5 for an overall degree of community engagement, highly
engaged. Her LCP score was 3.67, highly engaged; IOS scale 3.67, highly engaged; mattering
index 4.33, exceptionally engaged; and interview scale 3.33, moderately engaged.
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Table 78. Degree of overall engagement for Liese
Scale

Criteria
score

Criteria

Language Contact Profile
Time
People
Topics

Rubric scores
Degree of
engagement

5
3
3

Degree of engagement based on Language Contact Profile
Inclusion of Others/Community in Self scale
Nurturer
Close people
Community

3.67
Highly engaged

4
4
3

Degree of engagement based on Inclusion of Community in the Self
scale
Mattering index
Awareness
Importance
Reliance

3.67
Highly engaged

5
5
3

Degree of engagement based on mattering index
Interview
Trusted relationships and social support
Languacultural competence and
interaction
Community integration
Degree of engagement based on interview

4.33
Exceptionally engaged
4
3
3
3.33
Moderately engaged

Total degree of social engagement

3.75
Highly engaged

4.12 Conclusion
The following table shows respondents’ degree of engagement overall and for each
scale. The respondents are ordered from highest level of overall engagement to lowest. These

140

results show a varying degree of engagement in the community for those using the GPA, but
none are disengaged overall. In the following chapter, I will expound on the relevance of these
findings.
Table 79. Degree of Engagement for all respondents
Respondent

Phase

Olivia

Phase
5
Phase
5
Phase
5
Phase
5
Phase
5
Phase
4/5*
Phase
4/5*
Phase
3
Phase
3
Phase
2

Nadira
Raisa
Emily
Kylie
Agatha
Sonya
Margaret
Johanna
Liese

Degree of Engagement
Overall
Language
Contact
Profile
Exceptionally Exceptionally
Engaged
Engaged
Highly
Mildly
Engaged
Engaged
Highly
Highly
Engaged
Engaged
Highly
Mildly
Engaged
Engaged
Moderately
Moderately
Engaged
Engaged
Moderately
Moderately
Engaged
Engaged
Moderately
Moderately
Engaged
Engaged
Moderately
Moderately
Engaged
Engaged
Mildly
Moderately
Engaged
Engaged
Highly
Highly
Engaged
Engaged

Inclusion of
Community
in the Self
Exceptionally
Engaged
Highly
Engaged
Mildly
Engaged
Highly
Engaged
Mildly
Engaged
Moderately
Engaged
Moderately
Engaged
Highly
Engaged
Disengaged
Highly
Engaged

Mattering

Interview

Exceptionally
Engaged
Highly
Engaged
Exceptionally
Engaged
Exceptionally
Engaged
Highly
Engaged
Highly
Engaged
Highly
Engaged
Highly
Engaged
Moderately
Engaged
Exceptionally
Engaged

Exceptionally
Engaged
Exceptionally
Engaged
Exceptionally
Engaged
Exceptionally
Engaged
Exceptionally
Engaged
Moderately
Engaged
Moderately
Engaged
Mildly
Engaged
Mildly
Engaged
Moderately
Engaged

*Respondent indicated that she had the hours to be in Phase Five but had Phase Four ability.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
5.1 Limitations
This multiple case study with mixed-methods analysis has limitations that must be
addressed as the results are considered. First, the process of selecting candidates for this
research was done through email contact with trainers to find potential respondents. Trainers
may have unintentionally referred me to those who they considered to be successful in using
the GPA. Though my questions did not request successful participants, selection bias may have
come into play. The next concern regarding selection relates to COVID-19 restrictions during
the time of the research. I began contacting trainers and participants in October 2020. At that
point, several trainers expressed that potential respondents had returned to their home
countries because of travel restrictions and country regulations for temporary workers. The
limited number of available participants would not be statistically meaningful in a quantitative
study, so a qualitative study path was determined. This qualitative study provides useful
information about the social engagement of language learners, but it is not statistically
representative.
In addition to selection limitations, the form of gathering data must be considered. All data
was gathered through self-reporting. This method introduces self-report bias, “a methodological
problem that arises when researchers rely on asking people to describe their thoughts, feelings,
or behaviors rather than measuring these directly and objectively. People may not give answers
that are fully correct, either because they do not know the full answer or because they seek to
make a good impression” (“Self-report bias”). Though direct observation and network analysis
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are other possible ways to measure social engagement, the researcher did not have access to all
of the respondents’ communities for this type of observation. Therefore, this study must be
viewed with the understanding that respondents expressed their own perception of their
abilities, time in language use, and connection in the host community.
Three of the participants in this study were in their home country when completing the
questionnaire and interviews. However, they returned home during COVID-19 restrictions in
their host country for a few months and planned to return to their host country. This situation
may have influenced their responses about their perceived closeness in the host community.
Additionally, individuals’ emotional health, cultural adaptation, and personal life situations
could have influenced their responses.
This study was designed in a qualitative manner while seeking to provide social
engagement measurements. The developed instruments, engagement rating levels, and
quantitative analyses should not be considered statistically tested or valid.

5.2 Interpretation of Results
My objective in this thesis is to determine if focused language learning using the GPA
corresponds to strong social engagement in the host community. I hypothesized that those who
use the GPA are engaging in their host community. All the respondents indicated at least
mild engagement in their community. This finding supports my hypothesis that those
using the GPA are engaging in their host communities. In my hypothesis, I also proposed
that those using the GPA through Phase Five would be highly engaged. Unexpectedly, those in
Phase Five ranged from exceptionally engaged to only moderately engaged. This indicates that
using the GPA through Phase Five does not necessarily lead to a high degree of
engagement. Other factors influence that engagement.
Respondents in Phase Five ranged from exceptionally engaged to moderately engaged.
Respondents in Phase Three were moderately engaged to mildly engaged. The strong outlier
was Liese from Phase Two. The engagement of the respondents in Phase Five who were only
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moderately engaged were lower than expected. The results of this data do not show a
correspondence between total hours of special growth participation and a learner’s perceived
social connection. For example, Liese, who is highly engaged, has had only two hundred hours
of special growth participation; whereas Sonya, who is moderately engaged, has had over one
thousand hours.

Figure 14. Respondents' degree of engagement by GPA phase
In my hypothesis, I had assumed that those who had spent more time studying a language
using the GPA would be more engaged than those who had spent less time. What I discovered
was that engagement was high or exceptional for some of those in Phase Five, but other factors
contributed to how much each participant engaged in the host community. In particular, Liese’s
high level of engagement at a lower phase was surprising. In the section below, I will address
the possible factors contributing to engagement.
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5.3 Background of participants
The questionnaire included questions about the respondents’ backgrounds. The following
table displays the demographic and background information of individuals alongside their
degree of engagement. Respondents are listed from highest to lowest degree of engagement.
What is relevant in this table is that age, length of study, extroversion, education, and prior
experience with languages did not directly relate to the respondents’ degree of engagement.
Table 80. Demographics of respondents
Degree of
engagement

Age

Length of
time
studying
language

Extroversion

Degree

Olivia

Exceptionally

26-35

Both
extroverted and
introverted

Bachelor

Nadira

Highly
engaged
Highly
engaged

36-45

3 years in
country,
2-3 years
prior
9 years

Languages in
addition to
one home
language
and current
host
language
None

Introverted

Master

None

18-25

Less than
1 year

Master

Raisa

Highly
engaged

18-25

1 1/2
years

Both
extroverted and
introverted
Extroverted

Emily

Highly
engaged
Moderately
engaged

26-35

6 years

Introverted

Bachelor

two
additional
languages
two
additional
languages
None

36-45

5 years

Master

Margaret

Moderately
engaged

56-65

2 1/2
years

Agatha

Moderately
engaged

36-45

5 years

Sonya

Moderately
engaged

56-65

7 years

Both
extroverted and
introverted
Both
extroverted and
introverted
Both
extroverted and
introverted
Introverted

Johanna

Mildly
engaged

26-35

1 year

Both
extroverted and
introverted

Master

Liese

Kylie

engaged
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Bachelor

Master
Master
Master

one
additional
language
two
additional
languages
one
additional
language
a bit of one
other
language
two
additional
languages

Varying age, prior languages, extroversion, and level of education were found in all the
levels of engagement, so these did not appear to correlate with engagement. Because
demographics, personality, and language background factors did not correspond with the
degree of engagement, other factors must be more prominent in influencing social engagement.
All the respondents had at least some support from their sending organizations and had been
trained in the use of the methods of the GPA. They were motivated internally to engage with
the host culture and had goals that required successful engagement. For example, Sonya
identified her own motivation by saying, “I want to communicate with these people. I want to
know other people, know their stories.” This support and personal motivation were evident in
all ten women who were using the GPA. Even though support and motivation may contribute
to social engagement, it was not an indicator that varied among the ten respondents. Several
respondents had learned multiple languages. However, they were at varying levels of
engagement, signifying that multilingualism did not increase their engagement. Liese is an
English teacher and has a background in linguistics. It is uncertain if this background affected
her engagement.

5.4 Factors contributing to becoming highly engaged
Though personal characteristics and background may influence engagement with people,
there are three distinctions among those with high and exceptional degrees of engagement.
These distinctions include a welcoming host community, positive opinion of the GPA, and
intentionality in understanding the host culture and language despite obstacles.

5.4.1 Welcoming host people
Those who scored a high or exceptional level of engagement described people in the
community who welcomed them into the host world. For example, Olivia described the Russian
people as “hospitable, very warm, very welcoming,” and she had individual people seeking her
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out to get to know her. She expressed, “People, different ladies, little grandmothers, would just
come up and start conversations.”
Raisa also described people in her Tajik community as “warm” and “hospitable.” Her
nurturer was instrumental in helping her grow into her community, explaining, “As we went
forward in phases, we started doing more life things together.” Then she experienced the
friendly welcome of a host family with whom she lived. Others talked about how people in the
community opened up and talked to them about deep feelings and topics. Several mentioned
that the host people enjoy being helpful to outsiders. A welcoming community provided the
environment for learners to be able to engage with others easily. In addition to support from
the community, the respondents’ opinion of the GPA affected engagement.

5.4.2 High opinion of the GPA
Those with exceptional and high levels of engagement had a common theme: belief in the
Growing Participator Approach. As Liese explained, “I think to be motivated, you also need to
kind of feel that [the language learning system you are using] is the right choice.” All five
respondents who showed an exceptional or high degree of engagement described the GPA in
glowing terms. When asked what the Growing Participator Approach means to them, here are
some of their responses:
“ Ah! It means joy and happiness and freedom! It is seriously the best language program, and
I’ve done it all” (Olivia)
“My Russian experience . . . is so much richer because of all the life and the richness that the
GPA intends to bring” (Olivia)
“Two things come to mind, just how natural it is and also how it folds you into more
relationships as you progress” (Raisa)
“The focus is getting not just language but culture and getting into a culture and being able to
interact with people in a way that makes sense to them, and they start to make sense to
you” (Emily).
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“I think it’s a very, very good system because it’s quite playful and motivating” (Liese).
“I like the aspect of it being so interactive and so much a part of the relationship-building.
You’re not working with a book; you’re working with a person” (Liese).
“The GPA is about understanding the culture; it’s languaculture, not just the language. It’s
learning the culture and learning to know the people” (Nadira).
Opinion of the GPA is not necessarily causation of high engagement, but the results
demonstrate that those who engaged well in the host community also spoke highly of the
approach of the GPA.

5.4.3 Intentionality
In addition to a high opinion of the GPA, those who had high engagement also spoke of
being intentional in their relationships and in working to understand the language well. When
Olivia faced challenges in her understanding and use of grammar, she used supplemental
activities described by Greg Thomson in the phase guides to work through those struggles.
Raisa also focused on understanding and used the recommended focused grammar activities.
Additonally, she worked on getting through session plans well and guided her nurturer in the
sessions. She said, “I really had to determine getting through the lessons.” Others in Phase Five
who displayed a high degree of social engagement showed their intentionality in continuing
their GPA special growth hours and spending time with friends in deep conversation.
The most noteworthy display of intentionality in relationships was Liese’s use of time to
develop her relationships. In her interview, she described her walk to her nurturer’s home for
language sessions, explaining, “I’ll actually leave an hour or two earlier than I need to for the
session and then I’ll stop by homes along the way and have tea with them or coffee or just have
a chat over the fence.” Not only does she spend this time while walking to sessions, but she
also described other daily activities: “So it’s important to really like check on each other almost
every day, ideally every day, which can be just, you know, calling over the fence to say ‘Hey,
how are you? Is everything good?’ Or dropping by, again, for coffee or tea or just for a chat.
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And we’ll sit and peel peanuts together or whatever the seasonal chore is that people are doing
at the time.” This intentionality may be why Liese’s engagement is high even though she is only
in Phase Two of the GPA and has been in the host community for less than a year.

5.5 Hindrances to high levels of engagement
The women in this study described specific situations which limited their ability to engage
well. The first, was an expectation to “move on” to activities other than focused language
learning. Some of that expectation was internal, like Margaret described, “I’m too much of a
do-er to be just studying language and I want to be out and about.” Second, others experienced
external pressure on their time, like Nadira, who said, “I was always working part-time to fulltime, and so I wasn’t able to dedicate the full time to the language.” Finally, several others
became GPA coaches in their community, limiting their own special growth participation
sessions.
Another major hindrance to respondents’ ability to engage in a community was the
culture itself. Johanna, especially, experienced this as the host community did not welcome
outsiders. She found that participation in activities was based on an ability to do the activity.
Her example of tilling10 revealed her difficulty in being able to engage in the community to a
high degree. Johanna had a good opinion of the GPA and was intentional in her interactions
and use of GPA tools. In fact, she was very creative in trying to work around the cultural
challenges she faced. When she couldn’t participate in a group setting with her nurturer, she
began to video record the activity and talk about it with her nurturer in a language session. Her
social engagement was limited but not because of her own doing. In Johanna’s situation, the
cultural hindrances were the greatest factor limiting her engagement. I would expect that with
time, her perseverance would lead to greater engagement.

10

This example is described fully in section 4.10.4 Interview for Johanna.
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Women with varying degrees of engagement described their relationships with their
nurturers very positively. Two women, Johanna and Margaret, had nurturers who did not help
them engage with their community and had only mild and moderate engagement. Again, the
type of relationship with the nurturer is not necessarily a cause of engagement, but it appears
that a nurturer willing to help develop relationships in the community is beneficial for a
participant’s social engagement.
A final correlation to limited engagement was the respondent’s perceived talking ability
being higher than her understanding ability. According to Greg Thomson, one’s ability to speak
will naturally be slightly behind one’s ability to understand while using the GPA. Several
respondents described their ability to speak about topics as greater than their understanding:
Agatha, Kylie, Margaret, and Nadira. Nadira had a high level of engagement, but it was the
lowest of those in that degree range. Agatha, Kylie, and Margaret were all moderately engaged.
Though this cannot be a causative relationship, a perceived ability of talking above listening
corresponds to lower social engagement.

5.6 Evaluation of scales
The goal in selecting scales from other fields was to identify useful ways to evaluate a
person’s engagement in a host culture. Using multiple scales for evaluation and interviewing
each respondent clearly indicated each person’s engagement in her host community. One scale
alone did not provide enough information to determine the respondent’s engagement, but the
combination of sources did.

5.6.1 Inclusion of Community in the Self scale
The IOS/ICS scale was beneficial in displaying a participant’s perceived closeness of
relationships in the host community. In varied cultural settings, the participants did not have
equivalent opportunity for relationships with people imparting skills, relatives of first friends,
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neighbors, and neighborhood children. Even the relationship with a nurturer was different
based on:
•

the personality of the nurturer,

•

the GPA Phase the participant was in,

•

whether the participant was learning privately or at a school, and

•

whether the participant was studying individually or in a group.

Three levels of relationships were deemed to be most descriptive:
•

closest individual relationship instead of just the nurturer,

•

close relationships, which could be friends, coworkers, and/or host family, and

•

the community as a whole.
The original IOS scale was made up of seven sets of circles, then later researchers created a

set of six. In order to line up the IOS/ICS scale on the five-point engagement rubric, a set of
five circles would be beneficial.

1

2

3

4

5

Figure 15. Suggested Inclusion of Community in the Self scale with five circle sets

5.6.2 Language Contact Profile
The Language Contact Profile was a cumbersome tool to use. Because this was a selfanalysis of hours, participants were not consistent in analyzing their language use. Even so,
hours of language use are essential to determine engagement with host people. Even though
the original profile was designed to ask for hours per day and a number of days per week, I
found the most helpful figure to be the average total hours per week. To help participants
consider their answers more carefully, I would change the questions to:
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1. On average, how many hours per week do you spend in language sessions?
2. Outside of language sessions, how many hours on average per week do you spend in
conversation using the host language?
How many of those hours are with the following:

•
•

Nurturer?

•

Roommates or close friends?

•

Service personnel (e.g., shopkeepers, taxi drivers) or neighbors who are not close
friends?

•

Strangers?

3. How many hours on average per week do you use your home language when in
conversation with host people?
Another consideration in how the LCP is used is a person’s introversion/extroversion.
Emily considers herself an introvert, which could explain her limited hours of speaking. If the
questions had asked about time with people instead of just speaking, it is possible that she
would have expressed more hours of interaction with people. This limited time in extended
conversation is slightly surprising since she has deep conversations with friends. Again, this
could have been because of the way the question was asked, only about speaking, but also not
including coworkers, with whom she spends more time. Emily’s responses provide helpful
information about the need for a variety of types of testing to determine the degree of
community engagement.

5.6.3 Mattering index
The mattering index was an easy tool to use and gave helpful insight into how participants
felt about their acceptance in the host community. One could feel a lack of acceptance and still
be highly engaged in other ways, but it is extremely helpful for organizations to recognize the
emotions related to workers’ engagement.
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5.6.4 Interview
Personal interviews with each respondent were incredibly helpful in considering their
engagement in the host community. Prior to the interviews, I did not know what factors would
indicate engagement. Through coding, I was able to identify those factors. During interviews to
determine engagement, I would include the following questions:

•

How has your experience using the GPA been for you?

•

Describe your closest relationships to host people.

•

How do host people support and encourage you?

•

Describe what you talk about and understand when you have extended conversations with
host people.

•

What types of group host activities do you participate in?

•

What changes have you seen in your relationships as your language ability has improved?

•

How would you describe host people? What do you like or dislike about them?

5.6.5 Final comments on scales
With minor changes to the methods, the mattering index, Inclusion of Community in the
Self scale, the Language Contact Profile, followed by an interview can be used to determine a
worker’s engagement in her community. With this process of language learenrs completing a
questionnaire followed by an interview, sending organizations will have a more complete
understanding of their workers’ integration into the host community.

5.7 Concluding discussion
Through this case study of ten language learners, I have found that those using the GPA
are engaging in their host community in meaningful ways. As opposed to my hypothesis,
engagement in the community did not necessarily increase the longer participants had been
using the GPA. Characteristics that support a high level of engagement are the learner’s
agreement with the methods of the GPA, the learner’s intentionality in understanding and
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building relationships, and a welcoming host culture. On the other hand, several factors can
hinder engagement: discontinuing full-time language learning prior to Phase Five, focusing on
production over comprehension, cultural standards which prevent outsider participation, and a
nurturer who does not assist the participant in developing relationships. Through these
findings, I have determined that those who use the GPA through Phase Five can have a high
level of engagement, but some factors can support or hinder that progress.
Using the combination of questions developed in this study, one can measure workers’
engagement in their host community. These questions have been adapted from the mattering
index, Inclusion of Community in the Self scale, Language Contact Profile, and the concept of
belongingness. These responses can then be weighed on the social engagement rubric, a novel
evaluation form created for this study.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION
The Growing Participator Approach is a widely-used language learning approach for global
professionals living and working in a foreign community. However, the second language
acquisition education community needs to question whether it is a useful approach. Though
some approaches use linguistic competence as the determiner of success, the GPA refers to
relationship growth as the principal language-learning goal. To evaluate the GPA based on its
own definition of success, I compiled four scales to determine a measurement of language
learners’ social engagement in their foreign community. This research aimed to determine the
degree of engagement those using the GPA have in their host community, answering the
questions: (1) Does focused language learning using the GPA correspond with a high degree of
social engagement in the host community? (2) Does the use of these tools from other fields help
evaluate social engagement for language learners? The conclusion is that those using the GPA
are engaging in their host communities in meaningful ways. The degree of that engagement
had a trend of increased engagement by GPA phase, though not every participant fit that trend.
Their engagement is enhanced by their own intentionality and opinion of the GPA and the
welcoming environment of their host culture.
The three scales and social psychology principle of belongingness provided a meaningful
description of ten single female respondents’ engagement in their host communities. All ten
women are engaging with their host communities in relevant ways. The degree of their
engagement was determined by looking at twelve factors:
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1. Amount of time that a respondent used the host language,
2. Variety of people that a respondent spoke to in the host language,
3. Topics that a respondent was able to understand and talk about,
4. Connection a respondent had with her language nurturer,
5. Connection a respondent had with close relationships,
6. Connection a respondent had with the community at large,
7. Sense the respondent had of the community’s awareness of her,
8. Sense the respondent had of her importance to the community,
9. Sense the respondent had of the community’s reliance on her,
10. Trusted relationships and social support that the respondent described,
11. Respondent’s linguacultural competence and interaction, and
12. Respondent’s community integration.
In addition to these factors, three others factors correlated with higher levels of
engagement: opinion of the GPA, intentionality in using GPA tools to improve understanding
and speaking, and intentionality in deepening relationships. Hindrances to engagement were
expectations to discontinue full-time language learning, focusing on speaking above listening, a
community’s resistance to outsiders, and having a nurturer who did not help the learner
become part of the community.

6.1 Recommendations
The results of this research show that the GPA promotes community engagement. If the
goal for global professionals is community engagement, then the GPA is a useful approach for
language learning. As sending agencies for global professionals seek to determine if their
workers are engaging well, measuring their engagement is possible using the questionnaire and
interview developed in this research, with minor improvements suggested in Chapter 5.
Analysis of the questionnaire and interview can be completed using the participation rubric.
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Successful use of the GPA can be increased by a thorough understanding of the relational
aspect of the approach. Providing training about the approach and helping practitioners use the
tools provided in GPA phase guides can enhance learners’ ability to engage in the community.

6.2 Further study
This case study research is a first step in evaluating the efficacy of the GPA. Having
developed a way of measuring engagement, the next step would be to use the scales for a
broader subject population. A quantitative study with a larger group of respondents in each
GPA phase would give a clearer picture of community engagement. Finally, a comparative
study of GPA users and those using other language learning methods would allow a comparison
of community engagement between language learning approaches.

6.3

Final Comments
Educators working in the field of second language acquisition have long used testing,

which brings great stress to learners. Learners are judged based on their ability to use precise
vocabulary, emit academic grammar usage, and read with superior comprehension. The
Growing Participator Approach challenges these prevailing views of what it means to succeed
in learning language and culture. The measures proposed in this thesis provide a new way to
evaluate success in language learning, especially for global professionals.
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APPENDIX
GPA Research Questionnaire11
Demographics
What is your current age?
What is the highest level of school completed or the highest degree you have received?
In what country are you a citizen?
Do you consider yourself an introvert, an extrovert, or both?

Language Focus
With what language are you working? In what location?
How long have you been studying this language?
How long have you used the GPA as your main language learning method to study this
language?
Did you study the language using a different method prior or during this time?
What phase of the Growing Participator Approach are you in?
What language proficiency level would you rate yourself? "Detailed below are the language
proficiency levels based on the Inter-agency Language Round-table (ILR) scale that is set
by the U.S. Foreign Service Institute."
https://corporatefinanceinstitute.com/resources/careers/resume/language-proficiencylevels/Mark only one oval.
0- No Proficiency (I know a few words but can’t form sentences or carry on any type of
conversation.)
1-Elementary Proficiency (I can form basic sentences, including asking and answering
simple questions.)

11

In the Google Forms questionnaire, all questions were given multiple choice options for response.
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2-Limited Working Proficiency (I can handle basic commands and social phrases, carry on
limited casual conversations and discuss my personal life. I still need help with more
extensive conversations in the language.)
3-Professional Working Proficiency (I can make contributions to business meetings, have
conversations with a variety of people, and carry out most work functions requested of
me. I can speak at a normal speed in the language and have a fairly extensive
vocabulary. I still have an accent and require help understanding subtle and nuanced
phrasing.)
4-Full Professional Proficiency (I can have advanced discussions on a wide range of topics
about personal life, current events, and technical topics. I still have a minor accent and
occasionally misspeak or make minor mistakes. My vocabulary is extensive, and I can
carry on conversations with ease.)
5-Native/Bilingual Proficiency (I am completely fluent with little or no accent.)

Language Contact Profile (Dewey et al.)
Part 1: For the following questions, please specify (1) how many days per week you
typically use [host language] in the situation indicated, and (2) on average how many
hours per day you typically do so. The bracketed phrase [host language] refers to the
language you are currently learning through the Growing Participator Approach.
In an average week, how much time do you speak in [host language] outside of language
sessions with people who do not share your native language?
Outside of language sessions, how often do you speak in [host language] to language
nurturers (guides)?
Outside of language sessions, how often do you speak in [host language] to roommates who
do not share your native language?
Outside of language sessions, how often do you speak in [host language] to friends who do
not share your native language?
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Outside of language sessions, how often do you speak in [host language] to fellow language
learners who do not share your native language?
Outside of language sessions, how often do you speak in [host language] to strangers who
speak [host language]?
Outside of language sessions, how often do you speak in [host language] to service
personnel (e.g., bank clerk, cashier at a store, etc.)?
How often do you use [host language] outside of language sessions to clarify session-related
information?
How often do you use [host language] outside of language sessions to obtain directions or
information? (e.g., Where is the post office? What time is the meeting? How much does
this cost?)
How often do you use [host language] outside of language sessions for superficial or brief
exchanges? (e.g., greetings, "Please pass the salt," "I’m leaving," ordering in a
restaurant.)
How often do you use [host language] outside of language sessions in extended
conversations with roommates, friends, or other language learners who don’t share your
native language?
How much time do you spend speaking a language other than [host language] or your
native language to speakers of that language (e.g., German with German speaking
friend)?
How much time do you spend speaking [host language] to native or fluent speakers of [host
language]?
How much time do you spend speaking your native language with native or fluent speakers
of [host language]?
How much time do you spend speaking [host language] to non-native speakers of [host
language]?
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How much time do you spend speaking your native language with non-native speakers of
[host language]?
Part 2: Language Contact Topics:
Rate the following on a 5-point scale, where 5 is “strongly agree”, 4 is “agree”, 3 is “in
some contexts”, 2 is “disagree”, and 1 is “strongly disagree”.
When people talk about the following topics, I fully UNDERSTAND what they are
discussing.
1. Family

2. Events

3. Politics

4. Law

5. Life stories

6. Activities

7. Feelings

8. Finances

9. Economics 10. Work

11. Objects in front of me
I can easily TALK extensively about the following topics.
1. Family

2. Events

3. Politics

4. Law

5. Life stories

6. Activities

7. Feelings

8. Finances

9. Economics 10. Work

11. Objects in front of me

Inclusion of Community in Self Scale (Mashek et al.) The following questions use a set
of overlapping circles to indicate how connected you feel in your relationship with others
in your community. One circle represents you and the other circle (x) represents the
individual, group, or community indicated. If you feel completely separated/disconnected
from the group, select 1; if you feel extremely connected in your relationship, select 7.
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Which of the images best describes your relationship with:
Language Nurturer (Language Guide)
People in your home: house helper, host family, frequent visitors
People in places where you linger often: shopkeepers, neighbors
Local coworkers, friends
Relatives of your first friends
People who are imparting a skill or knowledge to you (such as a piano teacher)
Neighborhood children
Community at Large (all the people in your town, city, or region; people in general)

Mattering index (Elliot et al.) For each question, select a point on the linear scale which
represents your response. "Host" people refer to the people who natively speak the language
you are learning. Select a response from one to five, where five is strongly agree and one is
strongly disagree.
Sometimes when I am with others, I feel almost as if I were invisible
Host people are usually aware of my presence.
For whatever reason, it is hard for me to get host people’s attention.
Whatever else may happen, host people do not ignore me.
For better or worse, host people generally know when I am around.
Host people tend not to remember my name.
Host people do not care what happens to me.
There are host people in my life who react to what happens to me in the same way they
would if it had happened to them.
My successes are a source of pride to host people in my life.
I have noticed that host people will sometimes inconvenience themselves to help me.
When I have a problem, host people usually don’t want to hear about it.
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Much of the time, host people are indifferent to my needs.
There are host people in my life who care enough about me to criticize me when I need it.
No one in my host community would notice if one day I disappeared.
There is no one in my host community who really takes pride in my accomplishments.
If the truth be known, no one in my host community really needs me.
Quite a few host people look to me for advice on issues of importance.
I am not someone host people turn to when they need something.
Host people tend to rely on me for support.
When host people need help, they come to me.
Host people count on me to be there in times of need.
Often host people trust me with things that are important to them.
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